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THE present pages form the Preface to the Fac-simile of the 
Máuava-Kalpa-Sütra, as mentioned on the title-page. The separate 
impression has been taken at the suggestion of my publishers and other 
friends, who thought that it would be desirable to make their contents 
more easy of access than they are in the original work. 

This circumstance will explain the apparent incongruity of pre- 
senting them without the Manuscript which they describe. 


UNIVERSITY COLLEGE, LONDON, 
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THE ORIGINAL MANUSCRIPT OF THE FAC-SIMILE. 


WHEN collecting materials for a History of the Mimánsá philoso- 
phy, I happened to find in the Library of the Hast India House a Manu- 
script (No. 17), formerly belonging to the collection of Mr. Colebrooke, 
which bore on its outer page the remark : * ऋग्वेदकुमारेलभाष्यस २२००,?!(४.९., 
“ the number, of 32 syllables, in this commentary of Kumárela on the 
Rigveda is 2,200"), and ended on leat 120 with these words: “ ग्रंथसंख्या ॥ 
२२०० ॥ छु ॥ कुमारेलभाष्यं समाप्त ॥” (i.e, “the number, of 32 syllables, in the 
book is 2,200 ; end of the Commentary of Kumárela"). The remark of 
the title, which differs in its handwriting from the rest of the book, 
seems to have been made by a Hindu, who, with much exactness, count- 
ed the number of the syllables for the copying of which he had to pay 
his scribe; but it certainly did not come from one conversant with Sans- 
krit literature. Nor can a better opinion be entertained of the Shaikh 
who finished copying this volume—‘‘ Samwat 1643 (or 1586 after Ohrist), 
when the sun was progressing south of the equator, in the autumn sea- 
son, during the light fortnight of the month Karttika (October-November), 
in the city of Benares, for the perusal of Devayika (Devakiya?), the son 
of Jani and Mahidhara "—or of the writer of his Manuscript,—since the 
Shaikh professes to have copied the latter with the utmost accuracy, 
faults and all ;—for neither were the contents of this volume a com- 
mentary on the Rigveda, nor woulda learned man have mis-spelt several 
words, and very common ones, too, of his own composition, and, above 
all, the name of one of the most celebrated authors of India. In short, 
the Manuscript in question contained no other matter than a portion 
of the Mánava-Kalpa-Sütras, together with a commentary of Kumárila- 
Swámin, the great Mimánsá authority. 

A discovery of this ritual work, which had thus remained latent 
under a wrong designation, would at all times have been welcome to 
those engaged in the study of Vaidik literature ; it gained in interest 
from the facts that a doubt had been raised, Ido not know on what 
grounds, whether a copy of it had survived, and that a commentary of 
Kumárila on these Sütras, had, so far as my knowledge goes, never yet 
been spoken of in any European or Sanskrit book. 

It was but natural, under these circumstances, that T should think 
of making the knowledge I had obtained generally available, by editing 
this manuscript ; but, to my utter disappointment, I soon perceived, after 
having examined itin detail, that it belonged to that class of written 
books, the contents of which may be partially made out and partially 
guessed, but which are so hopelessly incorrect that a seeming restoration 
of their text would require a greater amount of conjecture than could 
be permitted to an editor, or might be consistent with the respect due 
to the author of the work itself. 

When, therefore, another copy of the Mánava-Kalpa-Sütras with 
the Commentary of Kumárila was not tobe procured, and when I began 
to surmise that the volume in the possession of the East India House 
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2 MANAVA-KALPA-SUTRA. 


was a unique copy of this rare work, I resolved, with the opea o 
Professor Wilson, to bave a facsimile of it lithographed and prin e 
This resolution was strengthened by the consideration that even a con 
rect text of these Sûtras would be serviceable only to the LE 
who are familiar with this branch of the oldest Sanskrit literature, and 
that they would be able, by the aid they might get from other existing 
Sütras on the Vaidik ritual, and the Mimáusá works, to turn to account 
even this incorrect manuscript, in spite of the many doubts it leaves. 
Tt was strengthened, too,by the con viction I entertain, that unique 
manuscripts, or those which are rarely met with,— every existing copy 
of which consequently possesses a literary value much exceeding that 
ofordinary manuscripts,—ought to be saved from possible casual Lies 
by mechanical contrivances, the most praetical of which, as answering 
the requirements of the case and entailing the least expense, seems to 
be that which has been used in the production of the present fac-simile. 


THE FAC-SIMILE TRACED BY MISS AMELIA RATTENBURY. 


I must, however, confess that after several disappointments in 
trying to secure the necessary aid. Ishould probably have been com- 
pelled to abandon my plan, had I not been able to avail myself of the as- 
sistance of a talented young: lady, Miss Amelia Rattenbury, who, while 
devoting herself to the study of Sanskrit, came to my rescue, and, with 
much patience and skill, accomplished the tracing of the original. 

Her work may, indeed, in some parts, be still open to criticism, so 
far as the exact thickness of the letters on a few pages is concerned, 
or if some shortcomings, especially those which are noticed in the Erra- 
ta, be too much insisted upon; but I must in fairness state that 
several omissions of Anuswaras or strokes, as pointed out in the Errata, 
are not her fault, but the result of accidents which occurred in trans- 
ferring the fac-simile to stone; and such defects could not, it would 
seem, have been wholly avoided, notwithstanding the careful attention 
which was paid to the work by the lithographic printers, Messrs. Stan- 
didge and Co., and, I may add, in spite of the great trouble I took myself 
in revising the proofs on the stones, and in thus combining the work of 
a Sanskritist with that of an apprentice in lithography. Several sheets 
which failed to show distinctly some Anuswáras or parts of the letters 
themselves, though transferred to the stone and originally visible there, 
I cancelled at once ; but this expeditious process became, by frequent 
repetition, so little convenient, that I had to submit at last, though 
reluctantly, toalist of Errata which, however small, seems to be at 
variance with the notion of a fac-simile. 
MU मी s te sorely d 
belief, that the text which is laid pelor ps Senn कक 
by the aid of the Errata list, not mos i us S n grum D 
ation of the contents of tl ह Speci e eut 1070 8119 OARS HOD GION 

ats of the special manuscript from which it is copied, 


but, att n time, a fa fa -S e ofa Sanskrit 
t the sar e t , good Specimen of a fac-simil 
manuscript.: 


1 It is necessary to observe that the original 


, in its actual bound condition, 
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CONTENTS OF THE MANUSCRIPT. 


Of the work itself I have but little to say, for the Sanskrit scholars 
who will take an interest in it are well acquainted with the general 
characteristics of those ritual books which bear the name of Kalpa-Sü- 
tras, and they know, too, that the Mánava-Kalpa-Sütras teach the cere- 
monial connected with the old recension of the Yajurveda, the Tait- 
tiriya-Samhita. The portion of these Sûtras contained in the present 
fac-simile comprises the first four books of the whole work : the first 
or Yájamána book, in two chapters (from fol. 1 to 54 a, and 54 a to 55 b); 
the second on the Agnyádhána (from fol. 55b to84 b); the third 
on the Agnihotra (from fol. 84 bto 106 4); and the fourth on the 
Cháturmásya sacrifices, in six chapters (from fol. 106 « to 108 a, from 
there to the end of fol. 109 a, from 109 b to 112 &, from there to 113 a, 
from 113 a to 115 a, and hence to the end)*. That these books are the 


measures 95 inches in length and 3 inches in breadth, with the exception of fol. 62 
which is 4 inches broad, The surplus of margin in the fac-simile belongs, therefore, 
to the Jatter. The binder, in reducing the leaves of the original to the size stated, 
has in various instances encroached upon the writing, and cut away either portions 
of letters or even whole letters ; which circumstance will account for the defects 
in the marginal additions of, especially, fol. 1, 3a, b, 5b, 11a, 12a, 18a, 14a, 25a, 26a, 32b, 
33a, 34a, 48a, b, 50b, 52a, 53u, 54a, 58a, 606, 61a, 62a, 60b, 68a, 70b, 74b, 80, 81a, 86b, 
89b, 107b, 108b, 113a. Another destructive animal, the white ant, has also added to 
the work of devastation in the interior of the MS., but much more rarely ; on 
the margin of fol. 16a two strokes (=) indicate the eaten portion. Towards the end 
of tne MS., especially from fol. 90 upwards, the original has the appearance of 
having been smeared or powdered over; and this carelessness, caused no doubt by 
putting the leaves together before the writing was dry, has produced in several 
instances the errors of the fac-simile, especially as i& became sometimes difficult or 
oven impossible to tell whether a dot represented an original anuswára or a smear, 
I have to mention, besides that the leaves of the original are bound so as to read 
downwards, and that the same arrangement has been preserved in the present work, 
in order not to allow it to deviate from the appearance of its modern prototype. 
There is good reason, however, to suppose that the ancient Hindus had the leayes 
of their MSS. arranged so as to read in the reverse or upward direction. For ono 
liberty which has been taken in the fac-simile, I am personally answerable. The 
remark on the outside page, mentioned above, with its mis-spelling of the name of 
Kumárila and its literary error, will not be found in this volume ; its place is filled 
by the likeness of the god of literary accuracy who is invoked in the commencement 
of the work, E 

* There occur in the text and commentary of these books the following words for 


sacrifices, sacrificial and other acts connected with them: n, अभिचयन, aà- 
परिस्तरण, श्र्नप्रस्तरण, अस्िमन्थन, असियज्ञ, अभिष्टोम, wae, अग्निहोत्र ( दशहेत्राग्नि 
होत्र, प्रथमामिहोत्र), असिहोम, अग्न्याधान, अग्न्याधेय (ग्राग्न्याधेयिक), अरन्याधेयेष्टि, अग्रपाक, 
अतिरात्र, अधियज्ञ, अधिश्रयण, अनुतापन, अनुमन्त्रण, अनुयाज, अन्चाधान, श्रन्वारम्भणीया, 
ate, अभिघारण, अभिनिवाप, अभिमर्शेन, sae, अभ्युक्तण, अभ्यूहन, आग्नेययाग, 
TIS, श्राग्न्याधेयिक, AAA, MATA, आज्याहुति, आधान, ग्रामन्त्रण, आरम्भणीया, 
आवपन, आवसबध्य, आस्तरण, आहुति ( यूपा० ),- आह्वान, इष्टि ( ऐष्टिक ), उत्पवन, उद्धनन, 
उद्धाव, उद्धलन, उद्वासन, उद्वाह ( ओद्वाहिक ), उन्नयन, उपक्लूसि, उपचार, उपयमन, उपयाम, 
उपवपन, उपवसथ, उपसद्‌, Ver, काकहाम, काम्येष्टि, कृष्णलपाक, गोदोह ( गोदोहन), 
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first portion 01 the 


treated in them, but 
cognizance after the printir 


pleted. 


चविष्टि, चातुमास्य, चान्द्रायण, 
दीक्षा, देवयजन ( ०नी ), दोह (ide ), 
निर्मन्थ, निवेपण ( निवाप ), निष्टपन, निष्पावन, TAUNT, परिमाजन, परिवापण, परिषेक, 
परिस्तरण, परिहरण, THAR, पयु क्षण, पशुबन्ध, WAT पाक, पाकयज्ञ, पारणप्रहण 
पिण्डनिधान, पिण्डपितृयज्ञ, raat, fuge, ae, पिष्टपंपण पिष्टलेप, पूर्णाहुति 
वैर्णमास, प्रणयन ( अझि० ), Taare, प्रायश्चित्त, प्र प, प्राक्त) MET, फलीकरण 
बहिःप्रहरण, बहिंःस्त्र्ण, बलिहरण, ब्रह्मवरण, भक्तदान, AAC, AAA, यज्ञ ( यज्ञिय ) 
याग, WALA, यूपसंमाजन, यूपाहुति, राजसूय, राष्ट्रभृत्‌, वपन, वरण (sro ), वरुणप्रधास, 
वषटकार ( वषटक्ृत ), वस्त्रविन्यास, विहार ( वेहारिक ), वेदिकरण, वेदोपयास, त्रताविमाक 
ARI, श्र नासीय, AAT, श्रपण, संस्कार, संस्पश, AA, खनहन, संनिवपन, साकमेध 
( ०धिक ), सान्तपन (०नीय), सामपान, सामाधान, AAS, स्तरण, स्वाहाकार, ES, हाम 
for sacrificial substances, implements, prayers, or objects incidentally mentioned as 
referring to them: fa ( ग्राहवनीयासि, ग्राहितासि, saaa, गाहपत्यामि, दत्ति 
wi, शालाभि), अभिष्ट, अभिहोत्रहवणी, AA, AA, AAA, अष्टाकपाल, AA, AE, 
सिचा, आहवनीयासि, आहितामनि, इडा, इध्म, इध्माबहिस, इशष्टिपश, उत्तरवेदि ( औत्तरवेदिक) 
उद्यताझि, उपभृत्‌ (AT ) उपल, उलूखल, ऊणा, एककपाल, WTA, AIT, कपाल, 
( श्रष्टा०, टर नव०, पञ्चु०, पट्०, स्तः ) mq, कांस्य, काष्ठ, कुण्डल, कुम्भी, 
कृप्णाजिन, क्षोम, खनित्र, खादिर, खलेवाली, meats, PIG, गोक्षीर, गोमय, HR छत 
चमू, चरू, चल्स्थाली, चमन्‌, चात्वाल, जपमन्त्र, जरद्गव, जुहू ( जोहव ) तण्डुल, हिल, 
gw, दक्षिणा, दक्षिणागार, दक्षिणासि, दक्षिणापात्र, दण्ड, दधि, दर्भ, दभपिञ्जूल, द 
ME i va, casters oo Coi) 
fies ( दर्भ ), पिण्ड, री दना 2 a पशुपुरोडाश, पात्र ( पात्री ), 
ब्रह्मौदन (वाह्मोदुनिक) भक्त, भद्र्र्‌ च. ma Md 
zo cT MM E EE x ET मन्त्र, महाहावस, मांस, माप, 
, , यक्षायज्ञिय, यज्ञोपवीत (oT ) 
w EN aega; EE रञ्जु, रथ, लेखा, लेप, लोमन्‌, वत्स, वस्त्र, वाम- 
Fi आवी , 2 , T, UAH, शुल्क, शूप, AX, श्यामाक, 
> पटकपाल, सप्तकपाल, समिष्टयजुसू, संभार, सान्नाय्य, साम, स्त्म्वयजुस, CDI 
ला क हविधांन, हविस, हिरण्य. for m. " mt acts, 
: AAA, श्रमाचास्या, उपसत्काल 
पुनवेसु, प्रातर्‌, फाल्गुनी, भुवस्‌, भू, माध्यन्दिन, ee ri Me 
रेवती = Eu i 
iR, AS = e Mig cul See sures’ 
x 3 lor priests, sacriflcer, clc.: RAJ ( AAAA ), 


Mánava-Sütra results not merely from the matter 


also from afact which accidentally came to my 
ig of the present volume had been com- 


जप, तुपविमाक, तुपावाप, qu, दशशेपौर्णमास, दशहोत्रामिहात्र, 
games, नाराशंस, नित्यहाम, नियतभाजन, 
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Professor Müller, who is engaged in writing a history of Vaidik 
literature, had met among the MSS. 01 the East India House, which he 
consulted for his labour, one (No. 599) which bore at its end the intima- 
tion of being a part of the Manava Sütra ; and when he showed me the 
MS., I saw at once that it was written by the same writer who had 
copied the original of the present fac-simile, in a similar, though smaller 
and less elegant, handwriting, and immediately after he had copied the 
first four books. For he states himself in his closing words that he 
finished copying “ the fifth part of the Agnishtoma book of the Mánava- 
Sütra, Samwat 1043 (or 1586 after Christ), when the sun was progress- 
iug north of the equator, in the winter season, during the light fortnight 
of the month Pausha (December-January), on the fifteenth lunar day, in 
the city of Benares" ; and the next syllable immediately succeeded by a 
blank in the MS., makes it probable that he wrote this portion, too, for 
the perusal of the son of Mahidhara. His conscience, however, seems to 
have been more sensitive regarding the accuracy with which he had 
performed his task, at the end of the Agnishtoma portion, than it was 
before, since he makes a very touching appeal to the indulgence of the 
reader, and is even modest enough to count himself amongst the scribes 
of limited intellect.? i 

CONTENTS OF ANOTHER MANUSCRIPT OF THE MÁNAVA KALPA SÜTRA. 


The contents of this latter manuscript, viz., the description of the 
Agnishtoma rites in five Adhyayas,* now, too, explain the meaning of 


MAHA, आधानर्त्विजू, उद्गातृ, ऋत्विज्‌, चमसाध्वयु , पल्लो, पुरोहित, प्रतिप्रस्थातृ, ब्रह्मन्‌ 
( ब्रह्मत्व ), यजमान ( याजमान ), यज्ञपति, ag, होतृ ( होत्र ); for divinities (and their 
derivatives): अप्नि, ग्रझिपोमीय, अग्रीन्द्र (इन्द्रासि), अदिति, aqta, adag Caga) 
amg, waa, आदित्य, आश्विन, इन्द्र, इन्द्राणी, Gem, degra, aes, तनूनपाद्‌, 
as, देव, देवता, TW, बलदेव, वहुदेवत, ब्रहस्पति, मरुत्‌ (मारुत), महेन्द्र, मेत्रावरुण्‌, 
Sarum, रक्षस्‌, सुद्र, वरुण, ( वारुण ), वायु, वेश्वदेवाः (विश्वदेव), विष्णु, वैश्वानर, 


A ` A A C हिरण्यगर्भ ९ 
सूयं (साय), साम, सैामपौष्ण, सैर्यवारुण, हिर i 
3 I subjoin a literal copy of the last page (37) of this MS. with all the faults which 
will give some idea of the unhappy fate of these Mánava-Sütras in the hands of their 


ignorant transcriber : याट्टश पुस्तकं Zar तादशं लिपितं मया u यदि शुद्धमशुद्ध वा मम 
दोपो न दीयते ॥ १ ॥ ग्रदष्यभावात्मनि विश्रमाद्दा ॥ यदर्थहीनं लिपितं मयात्र । aama: 
परिशोधनीयं कोपं न कुयोत्खलु लेपकस्य ॥ २ ॥ व्यासतुल्यो ऽपि यो वक्ता नानाशास्त्रविशारदः । 
gad fava ऽपि कि पुनः स्वल्पबुद्धयः ॥ ओ स्वस्ति ॥ संवत्‌ १६४३ वर्ष शाके... ... 
प्रवतेमाने उत्तरायणे हेमन्त ऋतो महामांगल्यप्रदः ॥ पोषमासे ged १४ aren तिथो 
wae काशिवास्तव्यं मोढज्ञातीय ॥ जा Nou लिपितंम्‌ । लेखकपाठकयोाः शुभं 
भवतु ॥ मानवसूत्रस्य अझिष्टोमाख्यस्य पंचमभागस्य पुस्तकमलेखि ॥ श्रीः ॥ छु ॥ छु ॥ 
चमसाध्वर्यवः | हाता १ ब्रह्म २ उद्गाता ३ यजमानः ४ Hara Y ब्राह्मणाछुंदासे ६ पोता 
७ नेष्ट = Be: ७ AJA: | १७ एते दश चमसाध्वर्यवः ; and after this last piece 


of scholarship is added ina different hand: “स्यपुस्तक ॥ mqa ॥ अध्याः y” (| 
* Whether the work which is mentioned in the Catalogue of the Sanskrit MSS. at 
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words of our MS. (fol. 120 D) : प्रागसोमभाष्यं संपूण (which 


the concluding 
they clearly point to a continuation, treating 


ought to be प्राक्सोम० ) for 
on the Soma rites, which continuation is given in the MS. 599, so far as 
the text of the Sütras goes, though this MS. does not contain any further 


commentary of Kumarila. 
THE COMMENTARY OF KUMARILA, 


The text of the first four books of the Sütras in our MS. is, un- 
happily, only fragmentary. Sometimes, but rarely, a Siitra is given in 
full before the gloss of Kumirila ; for the most part, however, the copy 
of the text, as is the case with many manuscripts of Commentaries on 
Sütras, starts from the assumption that the reader possesses a MS. 
which contains the words of the Sütra, and refers to them by merely 
giving the first and the last word oi the sentence which is the subject of 
the commentary. Now and then, it is true, some further- words of the 
Sütra emerge from the gloss of Kumárila, but, though it is possible to 
understand the purport of his comment, it would be a fruitless task to 
try to construe from it the full detail of the text, since much of the 
latter is left unnoticed, as requiring, apparently, no gloss. 

The interest connected with the present volume centres, therefore, 
chiefly in the commentary of Kumarila, and in the fact itself that it 
is this great Mimansa writer who composed a commentary on the 
Mánava-Sütras of the Taittiriya-Samhitá. For, since in Sanskrit litera- 
ture, commentaries on works which involve scientific convictions or 
religious belief were, as a rule, written by those alone who shared in 
these convictions or meant to defend this belief, it isa matter of signi- 
ficance that this celebrated representative of the Mimánsá doctrine, 
who lived before Sankara, the commentator 01 the Vedánta-Sutras,* 
should have attached his remarks to aStitra belonging to the Black- 
Yajus School. 

That this circumstance cannot be accidental is rendered pro- 
bable by collateral facts. Kumirila quotes on two occasions (fol. 
14 a and 85 b) the opinion of Sabara-Swámin on passages in the 
Sütras, and as it is not the commentary of this author on tls Jaimini- 
Sütras to which he refers, his quotation can only imply that Sabara 
had composed, besides, a gloss either on the Mánava, or on other 
Sfitras of the same school. Sabara, however, is, like Kuna slm 
he preceded, one of the principal authorities of the. Mimánsá philo- 
sophy.? Madhava also, the commentator on the Vedas, who m he 


Benares, p. 118, under the title सोमसूत्रपञ्चुविधानम्‌ (No. 2509) be the sameas tho 
Agnishtoma portion of the Mánava-Sütras, I have had no means of ascertaining. Tho 
same Catalogue records the existence of tho मानवसूत्रम्‌ ; Y 
° (p. 78, No. 7 zi 
naming the Commentary of Kumárila. PTOI a 
* Compare the Preface to the firs iti 7i 1g & : 
MEDI he first edition of Wilson's Sanskrit Dictionary, p: 
‘J may mention, on this occasion, other quotati 
T RE दाटी quotations made ७ i 
several oh of other Sákhás, without. however, e e ms Lo Rr 
et ; s b, ete. ete.), once even of a Krûrasâkhâ, (fol. 50 a); of older tennis 
(Pürvácháryas, fol. 48 0-44 6, 85 6, Vriddháchárya, 119 a), of tho Varaha Sütras 
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considered as the last writer of eminence on the Mimánsá, composed 
or indited a commentary on another 81678 work of the Taittiriya- 
Samhitá, the Stitra of Baudháyana. Of commentators on other 
Sütras of the Black-Yajur-veda I do not Speak, since they have not 
attained a prominent rank among the Mimansists. But it ought 
not to to left unnoticed, on the other hand, that neither the 
Kalpa works connected with the Rigveda, nor those belonging 
to the Sáma-, or White-Yajur-veda, had commentators who, at the 
same time, wrote Mimánsá works. 


CONNECTION BETWEEN THE KALPA-SÜTRAS OF THE TAITTIRIYA-SAMHITA 
AND THE MIMANSA, 


It would seem, therefore, and I shall have to advert to this 
point in detail in a more appropriate place, that the Kalpa- 
Stitras of the Taittiriya-Samhita represented or countenanced, 
more than other Kalpa-Sütras, the tenents and decisions of the 
Mimánsá philosophers. , 


AUTHOR OF THE MANAVA KALPA SUTRAS. 


This intimate connection between the two will enable us, then, 
not merely to remove all doubt, if any exist; as to the identity 
of the author of the present commentary with the author of the 
Várttikas on the Jaimini-Sütras,—even 11 this identity were not proved 
by the peculiar style of Kumárila/s composition, by his writing alter- 
nately in prose and sloka, by his pithy remarks, and his Strong ex- 
pressions ; but it will throw light, too, on the nature of the comment- 
ary itself. 

It is not a commentary in the ordinary Sense, merely explaining 
obsolete or difficult words, and giving the meaning of the sentences; 
it is often nothing else than a regular discussion and refutation of 
divergent opinions which were probably expressed in other Kalpa 
works. And the constant use it makes of current Mimánsá terms, 
in their Mimánsá sense, such as apírva, paramápürva, tha, bádha, 
to which may be added also, vidhi, anwáda, arthaváda, purushártha, 
kratwartha, bheda (mantrabheda, valeyabheda), on account of the 
frequent application these latter words find in the Mimánsá writings,-— 
impresses on the discussions of Kumárila the full stamp of a Mimánsá 
reasoning. र 

There is one fact which deserves special mention, though it has 
only an indirect bearing on the present work. In the Sütras I. 3, 10-12, 
Jaimini treats of the question whether the Kalpa works have the same 


, 


(fol. 75 a, 98 b, 120 b), the Bhàshyakâra, who is probably the same as Sabara (fol. 
115 a), the Brâhmanabhâshyakâra (fol. 60 b, 03 a, 75 b), the Gribyabháshyakára (fol, 
60a), the Háritabháshyakrit (fol. 75 b); he names the Bahv Richás (20a, 23 b); the 
Yajurveda (fol. 9a and b), and Yajurvedika (fol. 12 b, 67 a), the Kathaka (fol. 9 a, 
98 b), the Táittiriyaka (fol. 60 द, 01 b, 66 b), a Bráhmana (fol. 114 b); and the 
Samaveda (01. 9७) Manu is usally called by him Sütrakára or Sütrakrit (e.g., fol. 
49 b 71h 750, ote., 29 a, 32 a, 85 b, etc); other authors of Sütras, Sütrakáras or 
Sütrakritas (fol. 38a, 77 b). 
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10 MULLER ON THE INTRODUCTION OF WRITING. 


greater, however, this new claim of the editor of the Ln m 
eratitude, the more does his work impose on us the duty of exa n 08, 
among the topics of which it treats, those which seem 0७ कत 
additional evidence before they can be considered as having CENE 8 
definite settlement. I take advantage of this opportunity, m i क 
to re-open the discussion on two points, which seem um me to n E 
this predicament, especially as they concern every work of the un d 
literature, and equally bear on the : present ritual book: I mean e 
question of the introduction of writing into India," and the genera 
question of the chronology of Vaidik works." - ; : ; 
Miiller’s view on the first of these questions 1S contained in the | 
following words (p. 524) : «Jf writing came in towards the latter half of | 
the Sütra period,’ ° it would no doubt be applied at the same time to 
reducing the hymns and Bráhmanas to a written form. Previously to 
that time, however, we are bound to maintain that the collection of 
the hymns, and the immense mass of the Bráhmana literature, were 
preserved by means of oral tradition only;" and (p. 507): "But there 
are stronger arguments than these (vis., the arguments alleged by him, 
pp. 497-507), to prove that, before the time of Panini, and before the 
first spreading of Buddhism in India, writing for literary purposes was 
absolutely unknown. If writing had been known to Panini, some of 
his grammatical terms would surely point to the graphical appearance 
of words. I maintain that there is not a single word in Paninis 
terminology which presupposes the existence of writing etc." 
Müller maintains, therefore, that not merely before the time of 
Panini, but to Panini himself, writing was unknown; and as according 
to his view, “Panini lived in the middle of the fourth century B. O.” 
(pp. 245, 301 f.),'? it would follow that, according to him, India was 
not yet in possession of the most useful of arts at the time when Plato 
died and Aristotle flourished. 
I must confess that I could not, and cannot, look upon this 
assertion otherwise than as a splendid paradox, which, it is true, makes 
"up for its want of power of convincing by the ingenuity of the defence 
with which it is supported, and the interest which may be derived from 
the extraneous matter it has brought to its aid; and, had I happened to 
read this chapter before the rest, I should probably have thought that 
the idea of conceiving India without reed and ink until, or after, Pánini's 
death, did not originate with Müller before the close of his learned 
work, and then only that he might crown, asit were,its merits by 
some extraordinary feat. But though justice requires me to admit that 
such is not the case,—that, on the contrary, the same opinion pervades 


* Müllor's History, p. 497-524. This chapter is reprinted in the Journal of the 
Asiatic Society of Bengal (No. ii. 1859), with the following note which became my 
first inducement to treat the matter on this occasion: “This paper is an extract | 
from a work now in the press on the history of ancient Sanskrit literature. Pro- | 
fessor Miller has sent it for the Society’s Journal in the hope of eliciting some | 
fresh information from European or native scholars in India on the interesting | 
questions which it discusses.” "3 

» The same, pp 244, 313, 435, 572. | 

» This period extends, according to his views, from 000 to 200 B.C. (p. 244). | 

u This date will be the subject of ulterior remarks, | 

| 
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CIVILIZATION OF ANCIENT; INDIA. ii 


the earlier portions of his book,’? I must still Say that it does not seem 
tohave taken root in his mind with that Strong conviction which 
produces an impression on others, for it appears psychologically doubt- 
ful that an author, having that conviction, could even metaphorically 
speak of the “prayer-book” of the Hotris (pp. 187, 473), or say that 
Káty&yana, whom he defines as "the contemporary of Panini” (p. 138, 
and elsewhere), “writes in the Bhashya” (p. 138), “wrote the Várttikas" 
(p. 148), “writes in prose" (p. 229), or that he could call the Sütrakáras 
writers of Sütras" (p. 215). 


REFUTATION OF M. MULLER’S VIEW. 
THE CIVILIZATION OF INDIA AS DEPICTED IN THE RIG-VEDA. 


: No one, I believe, will easily imagine a civilized people who at the 

time of the Mantras (the period prior to that of the Sütras and 
Bráhmanas), were such as to possess "arts, sciences, institutes, and 
vices of civilized life, golden ornaments, coats of mail, weapons of 
offence, the use of precious metals, of musical instruments, the fabrica- 
tion of cars, and the employment of the needle...... the knowledge of 
drugs and antidotes, the practice of medicine, and computation of the 
divisions of time to a minute extent, including repeated allusions to the 
seventh season or intercalary month".....and again, “laws of property,"!* 
“Jaws of inheritance, and of simple contract, or buying and selling,"!* 
—having a civilization which Professor Wilson characterizes in the 
preface to his excellent translation of the Rigveda- (vol. ii., p. xvii), as 
“differing little, if at all, from that in which they were found by the 
Greeks at Alexander's invasion,"—no one, I believe, will easily imagine 
a people in such a state of civilization unacquainted with the art of 
writing, though no mention of this art be made in the hymns to the 
gods. And is it really plausible that even 600 or 700 years later, the 
greatest grammarian of India composed a most artificial and most 
scientific system of grammar, utterly ignorant of the simplest tool 
which might have assisted him in his work? Should it be possible to 
realize an advanced stage of social development without a knowledge 
of writing, then it is needless, of course, to refer to the arts, sciences, 
measures, and coins mentioned in the Sütras of Panini; yet I will 
advert, within the limits of these preliminary remarks, to one fact, at 
least, which it may be as well not to overlook. 


YAVANANI, PROBABLY THE CUNEIFORM WRITING WAS KNOWN TO PANINI. 


We know from Herodotus that Darius, the son of Hystaspes, 
subdued the Hindus;'' and we have inscriptions of this king himself 


EE ee re Sinn 

" Eg. p. 137, “the rules of the Pratisikhyas were not intended for written 
literature ;” p. 200, note, “the question whether the Hindus possessed a knowledge 
of the art of writing during the Sütra period, will have to be discussed hereafter ;” 
p. 362, “if we remember that in these old times literary works did not exist in 
writing” [to ‘remember’ this on p. 862 is difficult, since the theory is propounded, p. 
497-524]; p. 811, “in India, where before the time of Panini we have no evidence of 
any written literature, ete.” 

+ See Wilson's Translation of the Rigveda, vol. ii., p. xvi. 

X Ibid. vol. iii., p. xvii. 

“iv. 44: pera Be TovTovs 7 epi \éoayras' 178008 re kareorpélaro/apeios etc. 


CC-0. In Public Domain. Funding by IKS-MoE 


Digitized by eGangotri and Sarayu Trust. 


PERSIAN INSORI PTIONS.—YAVANANI. 


12 
subdued by him were the 


(hi that amongst the nations 2. : 
un सतत or ite Gandharas, and ae peoples a P 
banks of the Indus. Could Panini, therefore, ho was E A e o 
Gandhára, had he lived after Darius, as Müller supposes to be s Eo 
have remained ignorant of the fact that writing was Lens nae Sete 
And if not, would he not, in composing his work, have a i by 
knowledge, provided, of course, that he was not acquaintet pi DUM 
with this art, independently of his व M with ue , य 
alphabet? This question is answered, however, [ believe, by 8 von 
which is the subject of one of his special rules (IV. l, 49), the | Ww pe 
yavanáni, explained by Kâtyâyana and Patanjali as meaning the po it- 
ing of. the Yavanas.” Both Weber and Miller mention this word, the 
former as meaning “the writing of the Greeks or Semites (Ind. St. I. 
p 144), or, as he later opines, of the Greeks alone av. 89) ; the latter 
(p. 521) “a variety of the Semitic alphabet, which, previous to 
Alexander, and previous to Panini, became the type of the Indian 
alphabet.” It would seem to me, that it denotes the writing of the 
Persians, and probably the cuneiform writing which was known already, 
before the time of Darius, and is peculiar enough in its appearance, and 
different enough from the alphabet of the Hindus, to explain the fact 
that its name called for the formation of a separate word. 


PANINI MENTIONS THE WORD LIPIKARA, “A WRITER.” 


While I intend.to address myself now to the special arguments 
offered by Müller, for the theory that writing was unknown to Panini, 
I find myself, as it were, arrested by his own words; for, after having 
proposed his reasons in support of this theory (from page 497 to page 520) 
he makes the following remark on the word lipilara, “a writer or 
engraver,” which I quote in full:—“ This last world lipikara is an 
important word, for itis the only word in the Sütras of Panini which 
can be legitimately adduced to prove that Panini was acquainted with 
the art of writing. He teaches the formation of this word, iii. 2, 21722 
Whetheritis the only word which can be legitimately adduced for 
such a proof, I shall have to examine. But even on the supposition 
that it is, I must really question the purport of the whole discussion, 
if Miiller himself admits that Panini would have pointed to this word 
lipikara had it been his task to defend himself against the imputation 
of being ignorant of the art of writing. Hor it becomes obviously 
immaterial whether the word lipilara occurs once or a hundred 
times in the Sütras,—whether another similar word be discoverable 
in his Grammar or not; one word is clearly sufficient to establish 
the fact, and to remove all doubt. This admission of Müller, which 
upsets all he has tried to impress upon our minds, is doubtless very 
creditable to his candour ; for it shows his wish to elicit the truth, 
and fully confirms our faith in what he says at the end of his essay: 

It is possible T may have overlooked some words in the Bráhmanas 
and Sütras, which would prove the existence of written books previous 
to Panini. If so, it js not from any wish to suppress them." But 


76 Compare Lassen's Ind. Alterth. i. 422; ii, 112, 118, and the quotations given 
there, 
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since he hasnot even tried to invalidate by a single word the con- 
clusion which necessarily follows from this admission, it would be 
like carrying owls to Athens if I endeavoured to prove what is suffi- 
ciently proved already by himself 

Nevertheless, I will doso; not only out of respect for his labour 
but because the observationsIam going to make may tend to show 
that there is much more evidence in Panini than this solitary word 
for the assumption that he was not merely conversant with writing 
but that his Grammar could not even have been composed as it is 
now, without the application to it of written letters and signs. 

The chief argument of Miiller is a negative one: the absence 
of words which mean book, ink, paper, and the like. Thus he Says 
of the Vaidik hymns (p. 497): “ Where writingis known, it is almost 
impossible to compose a thousand hymns without bringing in some 
Such words as, writing, reading, paper, or pen. Yet there is not 
one single allusion in these hymns to anything connected with writing ;" 
or (p. 512) “If we take the ordinary modern words for book, paper, 
ink, writing, etc., not one of them has yet been discovered in any Sans- 
krit work of genuine antiquity.”!7 Ido not think that such an argu- 
ment, in its generality, can ever be held to bea conclusive proof. It isnot 
the purpose of the Vaidik hymns to tell us that pen and ink were known 
to Lhe Aryas; it becomes, therefore, entirely a matter of chance whe- 
ther so prosaic an object be mentioned in them or not,—whether the 
poets borrow their figures from paper and book, or from the life of the 
elements. The very instances Müller has adduced from the Psalms 
will probably leave in every one’s mind the impression that these songs 
might easily have existed, without auy damage to their reputation, 
even if they had not contained the three verses which bespeak the 
scholarship of their authors; and the book of Job too, if it had not that 
literary longing which is contained in Miller's happy quotation: “Oh 
that my words were now written! oh, that they were printed in 8 
book!” But what applies to poetical songs, avails with still greater 
force ina grammatical work. Panini's object is to record such pheno- 
mena of the language as are of interest from a grammatical point of 
view. Sometimes the words which belong to his province, will be at 
the same time also of historical and antiquarian interest ; but it does 
not follow at all, that because a word of the latter category is omitted. 
in bis rules, it is absent from the language also; the extreme conclusion 
would be that it is a word of no grammatical interest; and this conclu- 
sion itself, to be correct, would imply that Panini was a perfect author, 
and did not omit any word or words which ought to have been noticed by 
him on grammatical grounds. 

“There is no word," says Müller, “for book, paper, ink, writing, 
etc, in any Sanskrit work of genuine antiquity " (p. 512). Of lip, “to 
write,” I need say no more, since it is the base of lipi. I agree with 
him that the verbs adhi or vacl (in the caus.) which are used in the 
sense “to read," contain no proof of their applying to a written work, 
since the former means literally *to go over mentally, to acquire," and 


ग Not even lipt? 
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the latter “to cause to speak."'* Iam equally willing to ma e 
the divisions of literary works which are frequently met wath, suen d 
anuvdkas, prasnas, mandalas,-pathas, vargas, sûktas, CC bM ° 
compared with such words as “ volumen, a volume, liber, Gen ne i | em 
bark ofa tree; or &(8Xoc, i.e. BóBAoc, the inner bark of the papy Rus 2 Or 
book, i.e., "beech- wood" (p. 515 But I cannot admit that PE d 
word of genuine antiquity meaning book, or division a Ky w ic 
cannot be compared with those latter words of the cognate languages. 
One word is indeed supplied by Müller himself, at the end of his essay sit 
undoes, as it were, all that precedes on this subject, in the same way as 


^ 


lipikara undid his arguments against Panini’s acquaintance with writing. 


PATALA, TRE NAME OF A DIVISION OF SANSKRIT WORES, IS A FURTHER 
i PROOF THAT WRITING WAS KNOWN IN ANCIENT INDIA. 


After the words Ihave quoted above, “if so, it is not from any 
wish to suppress them,”,he continues (523) : I believe, indeed, that the 
Brahmanas were preserved by oral tradition only, but I should feel inclined 
to claim an acquaintance with the art of writing for the authors of the 
Sütras. And there is one word which seems to strengthen such a sup- 
position. We find that several of the Sütras are divided into chapters, 
called patalas. This is a word never used for the subdivision of the 
Bráhmanas. Its meaning is a covering, the surrounding skin or mem- 
brane; it is also used for a tree. If so, it would seem to be almost 
synonymous with liber and gigàoc, and it would mean book, after 
meaning originally a sheet of paper made of the surrounding bark of 
trees.” But he seems to have entirely overlooked —no doubt on account 
of its common occurrence--the word kdnda, which is the name ofa 
division of the Taittiriya-Samhité and Brahmanas, not to speak of the 
frequent application it has found at a later period in denoting chapters 
of ritual books, or ritual books themselves, such as kâmyeshti-kânda, 
kámyapüsu-kánda, paurodáéika-kánda, dgneya-kdndu, hautra-kânda, 
adhwaryu-kanda, yajamána-kánda, sattra-kámda, etc. And kánda, be- 
fore meaning book, means “the part of the trunk of a tree whence the 
branches proceed,—a stalk or stem ;"—it is, therefore, a fair represent- 
ative of our word book. But, if such is the original purport of putala, and 
of the more frequent kinda, I cannot conceive on what grounds Müller 
founds his doubt (p. 513) of pattra meaning the leaf of a book, in works 
of genuine antiquity, since pattra means, originally, the leaf of a tree, 
and since palm-leaves, even now, bespeak the use which has been made 
of them for literary purposes. For, though Urvasi writes her amatory 
letter on a “ birch-leaf,"— which, then, is called, not merely pattra, but 
bhiirja-pattra,—it does not follow that ordinary letters of literary works 


mustalso have been engraved on what was probably a rarer material 
than the leaf of a palm-tree or of a lotus. 


4 FURTHER PROOF IS DERIVED FROM THE WORDS KANDA AND 
PATTRA, SUTRA AND GRANTHA. 


Besides kánda and patala, there are, however, two other important 
words, in the sense of work, which could not but attract the attention 


1 Thus Panini himself says, V. 2, 84, श्रोत्रियेरछुन्दा sata. 


CC-0. In Public Domain. Funding by IKS-MoE 


Digitized by eGangotri and Sarayu Trust. 


SÜTRA, A COLLECTION OF RULES. 15 


of Professor Müller-—the words 5167१0 and grantha. The former, which 
means, literally, *string," has become, according to him (p. 512), the 
well-known name of an extensive class of works, by assuming the figur- 
ative sense, “strings of rules.” The latter, he says (p. 522), “ is derived 
from a root grath, which means nectere, serere. Grantha, therefore, 
like the later sandarbha, would simply mean a composition. It corres- 
ponds etymologically with the Latin textus. Thus it is used by the 
commentator to Nir. i.20., where he says that former teachers handed 
down the hymns, granthato "rthata$cha,!? ‘according to their text and 
according to their meaning.’ In the later literature of India, grantha 
was used for a volume, and, in granthaluti, a library, we see clearly 
that it has that meaning. But in the early literature grantha does not 
mean pustaka, or book ; it means simply a composition, as opposed to a 
traditional work.” 


DEFINITION OF THE WORD SUTRA. 


That “ sütra" may have assumed the sense of“ string of rules,” 
before it became the name ofa book, is possible ; but that it must have 
gone through this metaphorical process, and no other,—-as the cer- 
tainty with which Müller explains the term would imply,—?? is not 
corroborated by any proof he has given; noris it even plausible. Be- 
fore, however, I give my own opinion on this word, it will be necessary, 
first, toascertain whether the word sitra,—which is used in the singular 
both as a name for a whole collection of rules, and as a name for a 
single sütra,— denoted, originally, thelatter, and then became the desig- 
nation of the former, or vice versá. Thus, the Kásikávritti calls Páni- 
ni’s Sütra, V. 4, 151, gana- sátram, and Speaks ofthe five Síütras, 1. 3, 
72-76, swaritanita iti panchabhis sittrair átmanepadam, etc.......evam 
panchasütryám udáháryam ; and Patanjali says, in: the introduction to 
Panini, Sátráni chápyadhiyána ishyate vaiyákarana iti, *he who Studies 
the sátras is termed a grammarian." But if we examine the use which 
Panini himself makes of this word, we find that he always uses sütra as 
७ term for the whole collection of rules, and not as an expression for a 
single Sütra: IV. 2, 65, “Sûtrâch cha kopadhdt,” IV. 3,110, * Parásaryaáilá- 
libhyâm bhikshunatasiitrayoh ” (where the dual shows that the analysis 
requires bhikshusütre and natasitre). In his Rules, IV. 2, 60, and 
V. 1. 58, the number of the word is less clear, since it is part of a 
compound ; yet the instances or Patanjali to the Várttikas, and some 
explanations of the Kasika (e.g., Kalpasütram adhite, kalpaswtrah, and 
ashtav adhydyah parimánam asya sátrasya ashtalam paniniyam) leave 
little doubt that it is likewise to be taken thereas a singular. Ina 
similar manner it is used in Patanjali’s comment on II. 3, 66, v. 2 
" Sobhaná khalu panineh sátrasya kritih..”*! It would Seem, therefore, 


"णता egy aaa Ou ताशा SEE ERE CENE Similarly, e.g, Kullaka on Manu, VII. 43, त्रिवेदीमर्थतो ग्न्थतश्चाभ्यसेत्‌, See, 


also, “ Muir's Original Sanskrit Texts,” vol. ii. p. 175. 

2 “ We meet with Bráhmanas, the sayings of Brahmans; with Sittras, i. e., the 
strings of rules.” (p. 512.) 

? In the Sûtra VIII. 3,90, and the Gana to V. 4, 29, its sense is the literal one; 
itis mentioned, too, as a masc. and neuter in the Gana to II. 4, 31.—It is necessary 
for me to observe, that in the quotations from Panini I always distinguish between 
the text of the Sütras, the Várttikas of Ká&ty&yana,—and those alone can be held to be 
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since no higher authority than Pánini can 
used in the sense of a single rule,—is 


be quoted, that sátra,— when 
pars pro toto, and that its 


Kátyáyána's Várttikas which appear in the d ana त 
the Varttikas found in the Kásika and in the jiddhántakaumudi, anc se atter 
works. The importance of this distinction requires no remark, since all , Conclusions 
must become unsaie if the observations or instances of one writer are given as evi- 
dence for or against another, especially before it has been decided VINO for ins- 
tance, Panini and Kátyáyana were contemporaries or not. I regret that Professor 
Müller has paid little attention to this cireumstance, for he has पात confound- 
ed the Commentaries, even the latest, with thetext of the Sütras of Panini; and 
the very circumstance that he has sometimes pointed out the commentary as dis- 
tinet from the text, and vice versá, creates still more confusion where he has omit- 
ted to do so. Thus, he quotes correctly (p. 44, note 2), * VIII.8, 95 (Lext)," or, “Iv. 1, 
176 (text)” or, (p. 45, in the same note), “LV. 3,98 (text);” and I admit thatan attentive 
reader will conclude that the quotations not marked “ text" are. taken from the com- 
mentary ; yet,“ VI. 3, 75,” is not commentary but text. And what does the word 
“commentary” mean ? Patanjali, Kásiká, Siddh.-k., or the Calcutta Pandits? Again, 
when he says (p. 09, n. 1) : ** 16 is remarkable that, in Panini also, the word sloka is 
always used in opposition to Vedic literature,” not one of his quotations given to 
prove this important point, viz, IV. 2, 06 ; “IY. 3, 102, 1 ;" IV. 3,107 ; “H. 4,21, 
` belongs to Panini, but the two former to Patanjali; and the two latter to the 
Kásiká. On p. 347, n., the Saulbháni Br&hmanáni are attributed by him to Panini 
himself, but Panini says nothing about them. The instances to the quotations, of 
page 901, n. 3, (४ IV. 3, 101; 10. 2, 64"), and those to n. 4. (IV. 3, 108), belong to the 
Kásiká,—none to Panini. Nearly all the instances referred to, p. 364, n. 3, belong to 
Patanjali ; and p. 369, nn., where “ com." and "text" are contradistinguished, “ VI. 2, 
10" is nut Panini. P. 370,n. 10, “ IV. 3, 104," ought to have been marked “ com.,” 
and a similar confusion exists, pp. 362, 371, 521, 522, ete.; while, on the other 
hand, the commentary is correctly quoted in most of the instances of p. 184, 185, 
193, 252, 820, 339, 353, 357, though without any mention whether the commentary 
of Patanjali, or of the Kásika, ete., be meant, The text is marked correctly, 
pp. 125, n. 2; 340, 208, n. 1 (IV. 3. 128), 5 ; 309, n. I, 8; 371, n. 2. 6: 872, n. 2,8; 
972, n. 8; and the ganas correcly, p. 869, n. 6; 370, n. 7, 8, 9, 10; 372, n.8; 
973, n. 8-1 do not altogether think that this want of accuracy, in a writer 
like Professor Müller, is entirely the result of oversight; it seems to me, on 
the contrary, that the reason for it lies in the words of his note to p. 40 :—"Tt 
was impossible to teach or to use Pánini's Sütras without examples, whieh necessa- 
rily formed part of the traditional grammatical literature long before the great 
Commentary was written, and are therefore, of a much higher historical value than is 
commonly supposed. Tbe coincidences between the examples used in the Práti- 
sakhyas and in Panini, show that these examples were by no means selected at ran- 
dom, but that they had long formed part of. the traditional teaching.” This coinci- 
dence, to be of that value which is described in the words quoted, would 
require first the proof that the Pritisikhyas, viz., the existing ones of Saunaka and 
Káty&yana are older than Panini; otherwise, it ceases to be of any consequence, as 
regards Panini. Asto his statement in general, however, I must observe that ib 
can surely not be received as authoritative in the absence of all proof, I must my- 
self, on the contrary, quite demur to its admissibility. ‘The coincidences, in the 
first place, between the instances of the existing Prátisálkhyas and those in the Com- 
mentaries of 'ànini, considering th: great bulk of the latter, are perfectly trifling. 
Again, as to the other instances, about 2800 Sütras of Panini are not criticised RÀ 
Kátyáyana, nor commented upon by Patanjali; with regard to the foster Ne 
fore, in this considerable number of rules, our oldest authoriby is nearl EU /s the 
Kasika, the infallibility of which Commentary I have had, someti US t i bb 
Scarcely any instances of this category can be tracer d TOO doubt. 
i nf E aced to the Pratisakhyas, and 
unless it ean be proved by Müller that these instances belong to A Ido 
not consider it at all safe to found any conclusions on them, as regards antiquity, 
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original sense is that of a whole collection of rules.’ If such be 
the case the question arises, whether it is the figure implied by 
Miiller’s rendering “strings of rules” that has led to the word sátra 
being used in the sense of “ book,” or not. As, I believe, I am able 
to show that Pánini was perfectly well acquainted with the art of 
writing, and that written books had even existed long before his 
time, my own opinion is, that the name for book was, as in the case 
of patala and kámda, borrowed rather from a material fact, than 
from the metaphorical idea of the logical connection of rules, And 
here 1 appeal to evidence, and to the admission which will be made to 
me that there are peculiarities and habits in the life of nations, which 
may be supposed tohave existed at the earliest times such as we see 
them now. Everyone who has studied Sanskrit MSS. in the libraries of Lon- 
don and Paris, will have found that the oldest specimens of these MSS. are 
written on palm-leaves, which are pierced in the middle, and kept togeth- 
er by means of a "string." The naturalness of the material of these MSS., 
and the primitive manner in which they are bound,—if we can use the 
term “ binding,” for a parcel of leaves, covered on both sides with oblong 
pieces of wood, and kept together by a string which runs through the 
middle,—bespeak, in my opinion, the habits of high antiquity, religiously 
preserved, up to a recent date by a nation which, beyond all other 
nations, is wont to cherish its antiquity, and to defend it, even in prac- 
tical life, against the intrusions of modern arts. The MSS. Ihave seen are 
certainly not more than a few centuries old, as may be easily inferred 
from the fragility of the material of which they are composed ; but T 
hold them to be genuine specimens of the manner in which books 
were formed at the earliest periods of the civilization of India. No 
one, however, ought, I should conceive, to be less Surprised at seeing 


But on no account can it be consistent with critical research to use even the 
instances of Patanjali as evidence for or against the Várttikas, and much less for 
or against the Sütras of Panini, since Kátyáyana never gives instances, but, like 
Panini himself, either lays down a general rule, or specifies the words which are the 


subject of his rule. 
? Compare also the following passage of the Mahábháshya (ed, Ballantyne, 


p. 68). Patanjali : अथ व्याकरणमित्यस्य शब्दस्य कः पदार्थः । सूत्रम्‌ ॥ Kátyáyana: सूत्रे 
षष्टयर्थो ऽनुपपन्नः ॥ Patanjali: qa व्याकरणे apaat नोपपद्यते व्याकरणस्य सूत्रमिति | 
कं तदन्यत्सूचराद्रयाकरणम्‌ | यस्यादः सूत्रं स्यात्‌ ; ८3४१०४०, ......षष्वर्थ इति । 
द्वाभ्यामपि शब्दाभ्यामष्टाध्याय्याः प्रतिपादनाद्वथतिरेकाभावः । 
तु द्वयोः प्रयोगो न विरुध्यते । यदा त्वष्टाध्याय्येकदेशः सूत्रशब्देनाच्यते तदा qea 
ऽप्युपपद्यते ; ४०४०१४... ......... F सूत्रसमुदायस्य व्याकरणस्येद्‌ 
अत राह । द्वाभ्यामिति। सूत्रपदेनाप्याष्टाध्यास्येव यदोच्यते तदापीष्यते st प्रयोगः स 
न सिध्येदित्यर्थः । ननु किमुच्यते erat अनुपपन्न इति पर्यायतया सहम्रयोगो ऽपि 
न स्यादत आह । सामान्यविशेषेति । सूत्रं सामान्यं व्याकरणं विशेषः । सूत्रशब्देनाष्टाध्या- 
य्येव तदेकदेशे तु योगव्यवहार एव योगे योगे उपतिष्ठत इत्यादौ । यदास्विति। सूत्राणि 
चाप्यधीयान इति भाष्ये वक्ष्यमाणत्वादिति भावः । वस्तुत एकदेशस्य gaa ऽपि तस्यापि 
साचात्परम्परया वा व्याकरणत्वात्पष्ठयथानुपपत्तिरेवेति qui. 

3 
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18 SUTRA :—STRING—' BAND"—BOOK. 


Ger 
the word “ string” becoming the name of “book,” than a German 
who would call his own book “ Band,” translating, as it were, lit- 
erally, the Sanskrit sübra, and having recourse to the same figure of 


speech. 


PROBABLE ORIGIN OF THE SÜTRA LITERATURE, 


Since I contrast, in these remarks, opinion with opinion,—not claim- 
ing any greater value for mine than that which may be permitted to the 
impressions and views of the individual mind,--I will not conceal that 
I hold the very nature of the works called * Sütra," to have arisen from, 
and depended on, the material which was kept together by the * string. 
I caunot consider it plausible that these works,— written, a sthey are, 
in the most artificial, elaborate, and enigmatical form,"— which have 
been so well defined and described in Müller's work (p. 71, (.), —in which, 
to use his words, “ shortness is the great object of this style of composi- 
tion,”—should have been composed merely for the sake of being easily 
committed to memory. “ To introduce and to maintain such a species 
of literature,” argues Müller (p. 74), “ was only possible with the Indian 
system of education, which consisted in little else except implanting 
these Sütras and other works into the tender memory of children, and 
afterwards explaining them by commentaries and glosses.” But, though 
I do not dispute that these Sütras were learnt,and are learnt, by heart 
upto this day, this circumstance alone does not explain why the 
matter thus to be inculcated must have been written in such a manner 
“ that an author rejoiceth in the economizing of half a short vowel as 
muchas in the birth of ason ;” why, “every doctrine thus propounded, 
whether grammar, metre, law, or philosophy,” must have become “reduc- 
ed to amere skeleton.” Miiller himself says (p. 501),—and I fully concur 
with him,— that * we can form no opinion of the powers of memory ina 
state of society so different from ours as the Indian Parishads are from 
our universities. Feats of memory,such as we hear of now and then, 
show that our notions of the limits of that faculty are quite arbitrary. ” 
And, as he himself produces proof that the three Vedas and their Brah- 
manas were learnt by heart, it does not appear at all likely that the 
peculiar enigmatic form of this Sütra literature was invented simply to 
suit the convenience of a memory the capacities of which must have 
been extraordinary. 

The reason which accounts for this form is, in my opinion, of a far 
more prosaic kind. 11010 that it is the awkwardness, the fragility, and, 
in some parts of India, perhaps the scarcity of proper natural leaves, 
which imposed upon an author the happy restraint of “ economizing 
half a short vowel ;" that the scantiness of the writing material com- 
pelled authors to be very concise and betrayed them, as a consequence, 
into becoming obscure. 

Vaidik hymns and sacrificial Brahmans stand, clearly, under a differ- 
ent predicament to works on grammar or philosophy. A god cannot be 
invited with anubandhas to partake of the sacrificial meal, nor the 
religious feelings of a nation be roused with hard and unintelligible phra- 
seology ; but the purpose of a grammar may be attained, if there be need 
to save space, by an artificial method ; and a philosophical doetrine may 
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ORIGIN OF THE SUTRA LITERATURE. 19 


be propounded in riddles, as we can testify in our own days. I draw 
here, of course, a line between genuine and artificial Sütras,—the for- 
mer, in my opinion, a creation of material necessity; the latter, a mere 
imitation when this necessity had ceased. The Sütras of Panini, in 
their dignified brevity, and the Stitras of the Buddhists, in their tedious 
prolixity, are, probably, the two opposite poles ;** but it requires, I cou- 
ceive, no great effort to see that there is a gap, even between Panini 
and the Yoga-Stitras, nay, between him and the Mimánsá-and- Vedánta- 
Stitras as well as the Nyfya-Sütras and the Sánkhya-Pravachana. 


OSCILLATIONS OF PROFESSOR WEBER CAUSED BY THE WORD GRANTHA, 
DOUBTS OF PROFESSOR MULLER CONCERNING THE 
OCCURRENCE OF THIS WORD IN PANINI, 

MEANING OF THIS WORD. 


Turning now to the second word, I have mentioned above, with the 
word Sütra, I will say at once, that grantha likewise appears to me to 
have become the name of a book, not on account of the connection 
which exists between the different parts of a literary composition, but 
on account of the connection of the leaves which form its bulk, Prof- 
fessor Weber, who makes Panini live about 140 years after Ohrist,?* but 
who, nevertheless, is favourable to the view I take of Pánini's acquaint- 
tance with writing, says, in the * Indische Studien, ” vol. iv. p.89, that 
“the word grantha, which is several times used by Panini, refers, accord- 
ing to itsetymology, decidedly to written texts;" yet he informs us 
(p. 436), that “ the word grantha is referred by Bóhtlingk-Roth to the 
composition.” Whether the latter remark is made  püjártham," or 
whether this author,—according to his habit of leaving the reader to 
make his own choice amongst a variety of conflicting opinions, —intend- 
ed to establish a vibldshd, or whether he has altered his original view, 
is more than I can decide, since he has neither supported his first opinion 
with any explanatory remark, nor expressed adhesion or dissent when 
he concluded his fourth volume of the “ Indische Studien. 726 

That grantha,according to its etymology, may mean “a literary 
composition," and that it has been used in that sense, is undeniable; 
yet I contend that it did not bear this metaphorical sense before it was 
used in the literal meaning of “a series of ledves;” or, in other words, 


? The lamented Burnout has given a description of these Sütras, in his invaluable 
work on the * Buddhisme Indien," p, 36, f. He particularly points out,—and the fact 
is important, —thatamongst these caricatures of the Brühmanie Sütras, there are 
several which have the enigmatic brevity of the latter; he distinguishes, therefore, 
between Sütras which may be attributed to Sakyamuni, and Sütras which belong 
to subsequent periods. See “Introduction &l Histoire du Budhisme Indien," p. 

4, ff. 
3 na Akademische Vorlesungen über Indische Literaturgeschichte, " p. 200, 202. 

? Such is really the case in the “ Indische Literaturgeschichte, " p. 183, note. 

स Should I have overlooked any observation of his on this word, it would be quite 
unintentional, since I have been guided in my quotations by the oxeellen& indices 
he has appended to his volumes. All I mean to convey is, that the only justification 
he gives for the sense, “ written work, " of grantha, viz., the etymology of the word, 
does not appear to be a sufficient one, since Mülleris certainly right when he re- 
marks (p. 522), that granth, nectere, serere, might be taken also in a figurative sense, 
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40 GRANTHA, 


before it designated a written book. Previously to supporting this opi- 


nion with other arguments than those which are implied in uy SOM 
on sûtra, I consider it necessary to remove the suspicion w a 1 : s 
been thrown by Müller on this legitimate word. He quotes t x en 
Sütras in Pánini where it occurs, * “but remarks in the note of p. 45, the 
word grantha, used in the Sûtra (IV. 3, 87), is always somewhat Sue 
cious.” The reason for this sweeping doubt is contained, z suppose, in 
the words which immediately follow : E That some of the Sütras which 
now form part of Panini’s grammar, did not proceed from him, is ac- 


५०१, A reat Ly n 
= Compare also, IV. 3, 101, v. 2; 105, V. 2; the Kásikà on V. 1, 10, v. 1: प्रन्थ s 


on IV १, 6१ : ब्राह्मणसदृशा ग्रन्थो ऽनुन्राह्मणम्‌ ; On Iv.2, 08: वसन्तसहचरितो ग्रन्थो qued 
इत्युच्यते; on III. 1, 89, v. 1 (a varttika of the Bháradwájiyas, according to Patanjali) : 


ग्रन्थते meu ; ०० ४11.3, 4: स्वरसघिकृत्य कृतो ग्रंथः art ग्रन्थः .—Of one of the Sütras he 
quotes, viz., I. 3, 75, Müller observes, (p. 522) that it is used there “ so as to apply to 
the Veda.” This remark concerns the commentator, but not Panini, ie as he eee 
rectly states, a few lines afterwards, uses grantha as * opposed to traditional work. 

I do not believe that the commentator is absolutely wrong, as will appear from a 
subsequent remarks ; but I think that he might have chosen a better instance. y 
commentary, however, I do not understand Patanjali's Bhashya, whieh has no re- 
mark on this Sütra, nor the Kásiká, which has the counter-instanco, उद्यच्छाति 
चिकित्सांवेद्यः ; the first trace of this instance I. find in the siddh.-k. (fol. 167 a.),—un- 
corrected in the Praudhamanorama,—whence it has crept into more recent books, 
e.g., the abridged Commentary ofNágoji on Pánini's Sitras, This instance, one of 
many, will corroborate my statement in note 21, that the compilation of the Calcutta 
Pandits,—however meritorious, and superior to its mutilated and unauthorised re- 
print,—so far from admitting of being identified with Panini himself, ought not to be 
used as evidence for or against Panini, without a knowledge of the souree whence 
it has derived its instances. 

I feel grieved that I cannot leave this note without destroying one of the most 
poetical illusions of Professor Weber, connected with this word grantha. From the 
stream of imaginary narrative which meanders through the desert of his “ Literatur- 
geschichte,” emerges, 6 propos of the Ramayana, (p.182), the remark, that this 
masterpiece of Hindu poetry was probably preceded by some other epic works. To 
prove that which cannot be proved without a knowledge of the date of the Rámá- 
yana, which we have not,—and without a knowledge of those epic poems, which 
likewise we have not,—but which is plausible enough without any proof, he quotes 
Pànini's Sütra, IV. 3,88, which treats on the titles of some granthas. Among these 
granthas (which are, tohis imagination, epic poems), is one called Sisukrandiyd, 
which therefore is, to him, a forerunner of the Ramayana. The same ingenious con- 
jecture occurs in his ^ Indische Studien,” vol. i. p. 155, where he grows somewhat 
indignant at Wilson, who, in his Dictionary, renders this term “a work treating of 
infantine or juvenile grievances, ८ for he adorns Wilson, for this rendering, with a 
query and note of admiration (“ Wilson dict. ?!"). Now, whether Sisukrandiya 
ought to have been, by right, the title of an epie poem (in the same manner as wo 
learn, from another work what the words in the Vedas ought to have meant, if they 
had profited by the last results of Sanskrit and comparative philology), I am 
unable to say. Nevertheless, I believe that Wilson is right; for the Kasika 


explains this word, शिश्रूनां क्रन्दन शिशुक्रन्दनं तमधिकृत्य कृतो ग्रन्थः शिशुक्रन्दीयः 
and the Geyaralna-mahodadhi has even an additional remark: शिशवो बालास्तेषां 
क्रन्दनमधिङ्ृत्य कृतो ग्रन्थः शिशुक्रन्दीयः | वालपुस्तकः.-16 is, in oh terms, ® 


children, written with reference to their cries,” 
babies. 2 


: a book for 
—a kind of nursery-book for naughty 
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knowiedged by Kaiyyata (ef.IV.3.131,132);" and inthe first note of 


p. 261, where he writes, “ Pan., IV. 3, 116, कृते अंथे  Kaiyyata says that 
this Sütra does not belong to Panini.” That there are three, perhaps 
four Sütras in Pánini'S Grammar, which probably did not belong to his 
work originally, I will concede;** but amongst these three or four 


= Dr. Otto Boehtlingk was the first who drew attention to this fact, in the 
volume which he has annexed to his garbled and unauthorized reprint of the 
meritorious labour of the Caleutta editors of Panini. In a note of p. xx. of his 
Preface, he enumerates seven Sütras, which, according to him, “ were originally 
Varttikas, and only at a later time became embodied into the text of Panini ;" viz, 
“IV. I, 166, 107; IV. 8, 182; V.I. 86; VI. I, 02, 100, 136.” It certainly raises a 
strong doubt as to the authenticity of a Sütra, if it occurs also as a Várttika of 
Kátyáyana; but I hold the indispensable conditions for confirming such a doubt to 
be—1. that the Varttika must really belong to Kátyáyana; 2. that the wording 
sf the Varttika must be identical with that of the doubted Stra; and 2. that 
both must have the same tendency. In the first place, however, we are entitled to 
ccnsider as Varttikas of Kátyáyana only such as occur in, and,—what is invariably 
then the case,—are commented upon by, the Bhashya of Patanjali. Varttikas 
found in the Kásiká or Siddhéntakaumudi, but not in the Bháshya, may be, and 
evidently are in many instances, the critical additions of later times. They afford 
no basis for doubting the genuineness of a Sütra in Panini; nor is a mere remark 
of Kaiyyata, the commentator of Patanjali, that “some " consider a Sütra as having 
been a Varttika, suficient to cancel the Sütra from amongst the original rules. 
Secondly, if a Varttika is not worded in the same manner as the Sütra,—excepting, 
of course, the usual addition of Kátyáyana, इति वत्तन्यम्‌,—the mere similarity of both 
is no sufficient ground for doubting the originality of the Sütra; for the difference 
in the wording of tho Varttika may have, as it very frequently has, the mere 
object of criticizing the manner in which Páninidelivered his rule. Lastly, if the 
Varttika and 50000 are identical in words, but not in tendency, there is not the 
slightest ground for doubting the authenticity of the Stra, though Kaiyyata 
may historically record that “some” have preferred to “ throw it among the 
Varttikas.” In applying these tests to the enumeration given by Dr, Boehilingk, 
we find, that IV. I, 166 does not occur literally in the Varttika 3 of IV. I. 163; for, 


though the Calcutta editors write वृद्धस्य च पुजायाम्‌, and append their mark, that 
it oceurs in the Siddh.-k. (the printed edition of this work contains on p. 66a, line 
1, the words aga च पूजायामिति याच्यस), —the wording of this Varttika, in the 
Bháshyais (MS., E.LH., 880), बुद्धस्य च पृजायां युवसंज्ञा वक्तव्यम्‌ (probably युवसंज्ञ ति 
वक्तव्यम्‌): but even if the additional words belong, as is possible, not to the Várttika, 
but to the Bháshya, it is clear that the tendency of the Varttika and that 
of the Sütra are not identical; for, in the Varttika, the rule is absolute, while in 
the Sütra, IV. I, 166, it is optional, through the anuvritti of the preceding वा 
of IV. I, 165. Therefore, Patanjali comments on the Varttika in question, 
तत्रभवन्तो गार्ग्यायणाः | तत्रभवन्तो वात्स्यायना; without the option recorded by the 
Kasika on IV.I, 166, in the instances, तत्रभवान्गाग्यांयणा गार्ग्या वा | वात्स्यायनो वात्स्यो 
वा । दाल्षायणो दात्तिवां.-4 similar negative conclusion applies to IV. I, 167. The 
Varttika mentioned by the Calcutta editors, to IV. 1, 162, does not occur in the 
Bhâshya ; it is not identical, even in the Siddh-k., with the Sütra, IV. I, i67; it 
has not the same tendency as the Sütra, the latter being optional, the former 
absolute. There is no ground, consequently, for doubting that the “some” of 
Kaiyyata, who maintain the antiquity of the Sütra, are correct.—IV. 3, 132, is 
suspicious, for it occurs as a Varttika in the Bháshya to IV. 3, 131, and fulfils the 


three above-named conditions; equally so V. I, 36, which is a Varttika to V. I, 
35, and VI. 1, 62, which occurs as a Virttika to VI, I, 61. On the other hand, 
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Sütras out of 3996, there is no Sütra containing ale eG Ud 
for I believe Miiller was mistaken when he says that Kaiyy ata A 
ledges that the Sütra IV. 3, 116 did not belong to MT s 
not been able to discover anywhere, in the de yangi ior y 
the aid of my memory or my indices, that Kaiyyata SS en 
opinion whatever on this Sûtra; but even should the que n 
mine, there would be little importance In the meye goubi 0 , ed 
since Patanjali, when commenting on the Várttikas to IV. xi 5, 
distinctly quotes twice the Sûtra IV. 3, 116, which dn positive proof 
that it existed at his time, and was genuine enough. 


THE MEANING OF GRANTHA IN A PASSAGE FROM THE MAHABHARATA. 


I will now give an instance from the Mahabharata, whicb,in my 
belief, would be perfectly unintelligible, if grantha were taken only 
" H ¢ wri »» 
in the sense of “composition,” and not also in that of “written book’, 
or “volume.” I am met here, however, with an objection ; viz., that 
I ought first to show that the Mahabharata possesses the qualification 
E i ek Deen | er TNT 
which Miiller has appended to his quoted remark, or, in other words, 


VI. I, 100, need not be rejected absolutely, for its wording is not identical with 
that or the Varttika of VI. L 99; nor is it clear that both coincide in tendency, 
VI. I, 99, restricts the rule to the condition of the word giq following a combina- 
Duo J : s s . a 
tion like पटत्परत्‌; VI. I, 100, exempts a similar combination, if ub: in डाच from 
7 : S "| P 9 e Arbtil:u ft p 
this condition (comp. V. 4, 57): it would seem, übere[ore, no the V ote? to VI, I, 
99, maintains the condition, bub corrects the option वा, by the word TAAR. 1 must 
admit, however, that Patanjali gives the instance पटपटायति, which would counte- 
nance the probability of this 8010, also, nob being an original one. Lastly, the 
Sütra VI. I, 190, अडभ्यासव्यवाये sf neither occurs as a Várttika in the Bhishya, 
nor even as a Várttika in the Kásikà or the Siddh.-k.; nor has its original exist- 
ence, in fact, been doubted by anybody except Dr. Boehtlingk, who writes in 
his so-called Commentary (p.256), “This Sütra has been interpolated ata later 
time; it owes its origin to the following two Varttikas to the preceding 8000, 
" B भ्यासव as c Si , 
श्रडव्यवाय उपसंख्यानस्‌ | १ ॥ श्रभ्यासन्यवाय्ं a च ॥ २ 4 Compare Siddh.-k. p. 144a ;" 
^ 
where, however, the reader will not find anything relating to the subject, while, 
on p. 145a, he will discover the Sütra, IV. I, 136, such as it is in the Calcutta 
edition of Pánini. That both Várttikas are a criticism of Kátyáyana, who clearly 
disapproved of the condensed wording of the Sütra 136, did not even occur . to the 
mind of Dr. Boehtlingk ; but, considering the condition of his knowledge of Panini, 
as displayed in this “ Commentary," and even in his very last work, I cannot but 
express the belief, that his * abroo epa" to strike out a Stbra of Panini, goes for 
very little indeed,—especially as it touches upon the sphere of reasoning. 


? There is no Bháshya on IV. 5; 116, and, therefore, no commentary of Káiyyata 
on this Sutra, On the Vârbtika 2, to IV. 8, 105, कृते ग्रन्थ मक्षिकादिभ्या sw which is 


EN 
a criticism on Panini IV, 3, 116, on account of the addition, मचक्षिकादिभ्या ऽण्‌, and, 
therefore, a proof that the latter Sütra was originally existing, Patanjali Says: 


कृते ग्रन्थ ga (ie, IV. 8, 116) मक्षिकादिभ्या5ण्‌ वक्तव्यः मक्षिकाभिः कृतं माहिकम्‌; 

and on a third Várttika यागविभागात्सिद्धं which is not printed in the Calcutta 

edition, he observes, योगविभागः करिष्यते । कृते ग्रन्थो (LV. 3,110) ततः संज्ञायां (LV. 3, 117): 
इत्येतस्मिन्नथ 5 ^ 

न कृत इत्येतसिन्नर्थ यथाविहितं प्रत्ययो भवति. 


£488. 
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that it is a work of “the early literature,” since he says that 
“grantha does not mean pustaka, or book, in ‘the early literature," 
while he admits that it has that sense in the later literature. Both 
Miiller and Weber agree that there wasa Mahabharata at the time 
of Aswalayana, since they quote a passage from his Grilya-Sütra, 
where the name occurs (Müller, p. 42; Weber, * Literaturgeschiehte ” 
p. 960), and neither denies that a work prior to Aswalayana would 
have a claim to be called a work of the earlier literature. Both scholars 
however question,—and very rightly too,--the claim of the present 
Mahabharata, to having been that Mababharata which is quoted by 
Agwalayana. It is, of course, impossible for me to treat here, as it 
were incidentally, not merely of the question concerning the age of 
the Mahabharata, but the relative ages of the various portions of 
this work, since it must be evident to everyone who has read it, that 
it is, in its present shape,a collection of literary products belonging 
to widely distant periods of Hindu literature. To do justice to a 
subject of this kind, I should have not merely to enter into details 
which would be here out of place, but to discuss the prior important 
question, as to how far the printed text in which this colossal epos is 
generally known to us, may be relied upon ; and I should feel all the 
more bound to do so, as my collations of considerable portions of this 
text with the best MSS., in this country and abroad, fully convince 
me that it is neither advisable to make a translation of the Mahabha- 
rata,—a labour which, if done once, should be done once for all,—nor 
to found a detailed criticism of the several portions of this work, on 
the printed text, however much I admire the industry, patience, and 
Scholarship, of those who have accomplished the task of laying before 
us 8 first edition of this enormous work. Without their labours, it 
would have been still more difficult than it now is, to perceive the 
defects of the MSS.; but this tribute, which I gladly pay to their 
merits does not dispense with my expressing the conviction, derived 
from my own labours, that no conclusion founded on special passages 
of the present text, is safe, before the difierences of the MSS.—some- 
times great—are thoroughly sifted aud discussed with the help of the 


Commentaries." ९ 


On the names of the leading characters in this poem, as occurring 


in the Sütras of, and the commentaries on, Panini. 


? Weber (“ Indische Studien," I. p. 148) and Müller (pp. 44, 45, note) give a 
valuable synopsis of the leading characters of the Mahábhárata, as they occur in the 
text and the commentaries of Panini. This synopsis, I conceive, must convince even 
the most sceptic, that Pánini cannot have ignored the renown of these personages, 
nor consequently, it is probable, the real or poetical events on which this renown 
was founded. It forms the subject-matter of the Mahabharata. Some stress has been 
laid by both scholars on the circumstance, that the name Pandu or Pándava does not 
occur in the Grammar of Pfinini (Weber, * Indische Studien,” p. 148; Muller, p. 44) ; 
but, since both have constructed their list as well from the Ganas and commen- 
taries as from the Sütras, it will not be amiss to add, that Pandava occurs in 
Káiyyata's gloss on Patanjali to IV. I, 108, v. 4, and in the Kásiká on IV. 1, 171, 
when the observation of the former implies, what,I pointed at in a former remark, 
that the word Pàndu does not occur in the Varttika, as the name of Yudhishthira's 
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In proceeding now to give an instance which I hold to ne to 
the early (though not the earliest) portions of the Mahabharata, I must 
submit, therefore, to having its validity acknowledged: or क 
according to the value the reader may attach to my opinion. No to 
be misunderstood, however, I will add that I consider it as pos- 
terior to Panini. But, as the date I shall assign hereafter to this gram- 
marian will be older than the date originated by Dr. Boehtlingk, the 
passage in question will still be entitled to rank among the earlier liter- 
ature. In the Santiparvan of the Mahabharata we read ६: १! व Vasistha 
spoke (to Janaka) * The doctrines of the Vedas and the (philosophical) 
Sastras which thou hast uttered, are rightly uttered by thee, but thou 
understandest them not ; for the text (grantha) of the Vedas and Sås- 
tras is possessed by thee, yet, king, thou dost not know the real sense 
of the text (grantha) according to its truth ; for he who is merely bent 
upon possessing the text (grantha) of the Veda and Sástra, but does not 
understand the real sense of the text, his possession of them is an idle 
one; he carries the weight of the book (grantha) who does not know the 
sense of it ; but he who knows the real sense of the text (grantha), his 
is not an idle acquisition of the text.” In this instance, grantha is used 
in its double sense, composition or text, and book ; for there can be no 
doubt that in the passage, “ Bharam savahate tasya granthasya,” “he 
carries the weight of the grantha,” the last word can only refer to the 
material bulk of the book. 


THE PHRASE GRANTHATO' RTHATASCHA, COMPARED WITH 
. KÀNDA AND PADARTHA. 


I will conclude my observations on this word with a remark on the 
phrase, “ grantha to'rthatascha," which must undoubtedly be rendered 
in the sense proposed by Müller, “according to the text and according 
to the meaning.” An analogous contrast, exactly in the same sense, 
is that of lánda and padártha, which is of frequent occurrence in Mi- 
mánsá writers.’ That, in the latter case, the meaning “text” isase- 
condary one of Itázda, no one will dispute, since there is nothing in this 


father, because the word Piniava is too common a derivation to require a gram- 
matical rule; Varttika, TUSTAN IFA:— Patanjali, पाण्ड्यः~ Kaiyyata, पाण्डारिति | 
बाह्यदिप्रमुतिषु (४. 1, 96, ०४८.) येषां दर्शन लाकिके गोत्रभाव इति (words of Patanjali on 
a previous Vârttika) वचनाद्य॒धिष्टिरादिपितुः पाण्डेरप्रहणाद्वाचिनः । पाण्डव इत्येव भवति.-- 
Kásiká on the same Várttika (differently worded; quoted in the Caleutta edition, 
under the Sütra IV. 1, 168, in the MSS. under IV. 1, 171), पाण्ड्यः | भ्रन्यस्मात्पाण्डव एव 
The word वाण्डवेय occursin the Kásiká on the Gana IV. 1, 123. 

31 V. 11339—11242 (the corrections are founded on the com, and 


भवता वेदशाख्रनिदर्शनम्‌ | एवमेतथथा Ska गृह्णीति (for चैतन्निगरु०) तथा 
na ` 
त्वया ग्रन्थ SAMA । न च ग्रन्थस्य qug यथावत्त्वं (for यथा च त्वं) नरेश्वर ॥ यो 


वेदे ` bc तत्पर 
हि वेदे च शास्त्र च रन्थधारणतत्परः । न च ग्रन्यार्थतस्वज्स्तस्य तद्धारणं वृथा ॥ भारं स वहते 


QU e 
तस्य ग्रन्थस्यारथ न वेत्ति यः । यस्तु ग्रन्धार्थतत्नज्ञों नास्य ग्रन्थागमो वृथा ॥ 
२८ E.g., in MAdhava’s Jaiminiya-ny&ya-mal 


trasted with पदाथानुसमय, for instan ce, 


MSS.) : यदेतदुक्त 
भवान्‌ ॥ धार्यते हि 


&-vistara, where काण्डानुसमय, is con- 
V. 2, 1, 2, 8, 4, 5, 0, 7, ete, ote, ete, 
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GRANTIA.— VARNA. 
allowable therefore to 
the game mental 
* text." 


* composition." It must be 


grantha may, through 


TO 

word which points to 
t ¢ 

eaning of 


e ive, that its synonyme | 
ee as 16106 have assumed the secondary m Es 
2 र S S E s 

PROFESSOR MULLER AND WEBER ASSUME FTA. 

v ols à 4 3 S T T E N 
THE WORD VARNA DOE NOT MHA} 
A WRITTEN LETTER. 
REFUTATION OF THIS VIEW. 

There is another important word which Miller will 10 

idence of Pánini's having hada knowledge of writing,--IOr Iv 1: p. 
by this. But the only reason he gives 


by this grammarian,—the word VAPNA E : al À 
ior invalidating its testimony is, that this word which, etymologically 


and otherwise, really means “ colour,’ -when having the A of d 
“ does not mean colour in the sense of a painted letter, but the colo , 
ing or modulation of the voice" (p. 507). In the absence 5 any pr Gi 
for this assertion he adds, in a note : "Aristotle, Probl. x. 39: 
và 8९ Ypdppara 7405 cori tHe porte” In this respect he coincides, for once, 
with Weber, not merely in the point at issue, but also in the remarkable 
brevity of his argument. For all that Weber says on the subject (^ In- 
dische Studien,” iv. 109) is : “The name varna is probably (wohl) to be 
understood of the * colouring’ specializing (specialisirung) of the sound; 
compare rakta, which is employed in the Rikpratisikhya in the sense 
of * nasalised’, (nasalirt). With writing it has nothing to do." Now, 
I confess, that I always become somewhat suspicious when I meet with 
a definition which prefers the language of similes to plain prose. How, 
T must ask, for instance, does the figure of colouring apply to the notion 
oi specialising ? It is striking, moreover, that Weber, who starts 
with a probability, in two lines reaches a positive certainty, founded 
only on the analogy of rakta. And, in turning again to Müller's words, 
I must, in the first place, ask, what does an analogy taken from Aristotle 
prove for the Sanskrit word ? But, supposing it could prove anything, 
would it not be more plausible to make use of it in favour of the con- 
asy, EOS uo that which Miller has drawn ? Aristotle speaks of 
Wi Mea originally to none but written signs ; and 
M enr A tie P Me EN not the same liberty be claim- 
5 MD. aninga written letter? Again, the notion of 
_ Colouring,” itself supposes necessarily a condition which may be called 
indifferent or colourless : green, blue, red, are colours, b S io 
TIER Din ‘ , 3, because there is 
an indifferent condition, called white. A coloured sound i ti 
M E RE the supposition that there is also ant 1: 
coloured sound. Hence we speak, forinstance,in m ler "mi T d 
aft १0 त क. Ee $ , odern terminology, 
the M a d UD e ES all shoe o cU 
applied indifferently to all vowels, inclusive of aa pr c 
VARYA AND KARA MEAN A LETTER OF THR ALPHABET 
I do not dispute that varna is used like २०८८५०, BET. 


[11 
the see ECC letter Due iod. I hold that there is sti letter,” also for 


rong evidence to prove 


ommencement of the Viv: mE A! 
arna, नादो वय्यः; 
» 


?! Thus Nagojibhatta explains, in the e 


or Kaiyyata says : घोल ९ 
4 ११ Says : धोषचन्तो ये वणो; cte, 


CC-0. In Public Domain. Funding by IKS-MoE 


Digitized by eGangotri and Sarayu Trust. 


26 VARNA.- KARA. 


that its original sense is that of written letter, as arising naturally 
from its primitive sense * colour," and that the appearance of this word 
in Panini or other authors, may serve as one of many arguments that 
they practised the art of writing. To make good this statement Imust 
advert to another word which may also mean letter, and in this Sense 
is always the latter part of a compound, the former of which is the 
letter itself designated by it, viz, the word kara 3 0.0 a-kara, the 
letter a; i-kára, the letter i, etc. It corresponds with varna, in the 
synonymous expressions, a-varnd, i-varnd, Cte. Káty&yana looks upon, 
it in the light of an affix, probably on account of its being always com- 
pounded with the letter itself ; and Kaiyyata enlarges upon the expres- 
sion varna, insaying that this word means, in the Varttika quoted, that 
which expresses a varua or adequately realizes a varna (i.e. is the 
adequate value of a varna).” He, therefore, like KAtyáyana, contrasts 
the purport of kara and varna, though a-kâra and a-variud, i-kára and 
i-varna, may appear to be,—and we shall see from what reason—con- 
vertible terms.?* Tounderstand, however, this contrast, and the use of, 
two other terms which I shall have to name, I will first give instances 
from Panini, the Varttikas of Kátyáyana, and the Bháshya, which will 
illustrate the manner in which these grammarians have used both terms. 


USE OF THE TWO WORDS IN THE WORKS OF PÁNINI, 
KATYAYANA AND PATANJALI. 


We find : a-kára, Sivas. 1, v. 1 (omitted in the Calcutta edition of 
Panini) ; II. 4, 30, v. 4,; IV. 4, 128, v. 2; III. 2, 108, v. 3, P.;—4-kdra, 
Sivas. 1, v. 1 (om. Cale. ed.) ; I. 1, v. 4; 1.1, 56, v. 11. ; IIT. 1, 8, P. ; VI. 
1. 87, kar. 2. P., ;—i-kára, ILI. 3, 108, v. 3, P.; IV. 4. 128, v. 2 ; — i-küra, VIT. 
1,39, v. 3; VIII. 2, 15, v. 1. P. ;—u-kára, VI. 1, 185, par. 1. P.;—ri-kára, 
P. on Sivas. 2 and Vartt. (om. in the Cale. ed.) ; T. 1,9, v. 2; VI. 1, 101, 
v. I. P.; VIII. 4, 1, v. 1; ri-kára, VI. 1, 87, v. 1 (om. Calc. ed.) ;—Iri-kára, 
P. on Sivas. 2; Sivas. 4, v. 5, (om. Calc. ed) ; I. 1. 9, v. 2; VI. 1, 101, 
v. 2. P.;—e-kdra, P. on à Vártt. to Sivas. 3 (om. Cale. ed.), IV. 3, 23, 
v. 6;—o-kâra, P. on a Vártt. to Sivas. 3 (om. Calc. ed.); V. 3, 72, v. 1; 
VII. 2, 1. v. 1, 2, 3; VIII. 2, 20, v. 1;--au-kára, VIII. 2, 89, P. ; —ka-kára, 
P. ona Vártt. to Sivas. 4, 5 (om. Calc. ed.) ; VIT. 3, 44, v. 1. P. ;—iiga- 
kâra, T. 3, 12, v. 1. P. ;—eha-kdra, P. on IIT. 1, 8;—jha-lára and iia-kára, 
P. on a Vártt. to Sivas. 8 (om. Calc. ed.) ;—na-kdra, P. on a Vártt. to 


x Varttika 8, IIT. 3, 108 : वणांत्कारः ; Patanjali—quricsmstera वक्तव्य: | IBN 
इकारः; Kaiyyita—aaiea ada वर्णानुकरणादित्यर्थः । बहुलग्रहणात्क्रचिन्न भवति । 
श्रस्य च्वाविति (VIL 4, 32) यथा तथा क्चिद्वणेसमुदयानुकरणादपि एवकार इति. To remove 
the apparent strangeness of the manner in which I have rendered ग्रनुकरण which 


usually means “imitating, doing in conformity with,” I subjoin two other instances 
from Kaiyyata, where the same word is also used by him in the senso of “adequate, 


or real value.” Káty&yana having given this derivation of AN, “ग्रश्नोतेवां सरो SIA,” 

Pod Patanjali having added अश्षोतेर्वा पुनरयमोणादिक: सरन्प्रत्ययः, Kaiyyata observos AR- 

तवेति | सरन्प्रत्यग्रस्यानुबन्धलोपे कृते$नुकरणं सर इति cte. ; or सर्वेपामकाराणां यत्सामान्यं | 

तदनुकरणमत्राकारः. | 
| 


CC-0. In Public Domain. Funding by IKS-MoE 


Digitized by eGangotri and Sarayu Trust. 


VARNA.—KARA. 27 


Sivas. 0 (om. Cale. ed.) ; VI. 1, 1, v. 19; VI. 4, 120, v.1; VIII. 3,55, v. 1. P.— 
La-kára, P. on a Vartt. to Sivas. 4 (om. Calc. ed.) ; VIL 2, 48, v. 1; tha-kara, 
P. on VII. 4. 46—da-kára and pa-kára, P. on a Vartt, to Sivas. 4 ;—dha- 
kava, VIII. 3,78, v. 1, P. and v. 3 ;—na-kára, P. ona Vartt. to Sivas. 
2;- bha-kdva, P. ona Vártt. to Sivas. 8 (om. Cale. ed); V. 3. 72, ws dg 
—nma-kára, P. on a Vartt. to Sivas. 7 ;—ya-kára, P. on a Vártt. to Sivas. 
6 ;—la-kára, T. 3, 8, v. 2;—va-kdra, P. on a Vartt. to Sivas, 5 ;—éa-kára, 
P. on a Vartt. to Sivas. 5;— sha-kara, VI. 1, 1, v. 105—sa-kára, V. 8, 72, 
v. 1 ;—ha-kára, P. on a Vartt. to Sivas. 5 (all these Vártt. to the Sivas. 
om. in the Calc. ed.). 

On the other hand: a-varnd, P. on a Vártt. to Sivas. 1 (om. Cale. 
ed.) ; IV. 1, 1, v. 3; VI. 3, 97, v. (not of K., but mentioned in Ios WD 8, 
64, v. 3; VII. 1, 82, v. 25 and in the Sütras: VI. f, 182; VI. 2, 90; VI. 3, 
112 ;—i-varza, P. on a Vártt. to the Sivas. 1 and 3 (om. Cale. ed.); VII. 
2, 10 P.; VIII. 2, 106, v. 1. P. ; Sütra VII. 4,53; u-varna, P. on a Vártt. 
to Sivas. 1. (om. Calc. ed.) ; V. 3. 88, v. 5, and Kar. 1; VII. 2, 10. P.; VIII. 
2, 100, v. 1. P.;—varna y (or y-varna) 91078 VII. 4, 53.25 


DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE TWO WORDS, 


The foregoing combinations of a letter of the alphabet with kara 
and varna are, I believe, all that occur in the grammarians named, and 
they show at once, that kâra enters into composition with ali vowels 
and all consonants, provided the latter are followed by the letter a— 
(for it may be assumed without risk that the absence of some combina- 
tions, such as kha-kára, gha-kâra, etc., is merely a matter of chance, 
not of necessity; compare the additional instances of the note 35)-- 
while varia is joined merely to vowels and to such consonants as are 
without a vowel sound?9 (cf. Sütra, VII. 4, 53). 


And in the Kasiká, etc, 

* The instances quoted are restricted, as I have stated, to the Satvas of Panini, 
the Várttikas of Rátyáyana, as they occur in the Bháshya of Patanjali, and to the 
latter, (marked P.). Some of the above-named Várttikas are marked in the Caleutta 
edition, “ Kás.," or ‘Siddh.-k.,” but they occur, too, inthe Bháshya. These instan- 
ces might have been multiplied, and had it been necessary to add quotations from 
the Kásiká, Siddh.-k., or the words of the Calcutta editors: f. i. by ri-kára, VI. 1, 91, 
1108 ; Kaiyyata on Sivas. 5 ;—tha-kára, VIL. 8, 7, Kuüsiká; VII. 8, 84, Kásiká ; VLI. 
4, 54, Kasika ;—dla-kára, VIL. 3, 55, Kasika ;—tha-kéra, I. 2, 23, Kásiká ; VIII, 3, 7, 
Kasika ; VIII. 3, 34, Rasika ;—na-kéra, VII. 2, 10, I ;—pha-kára Y. 2, 28, Kasika; 
VIL 4, 54, Kasika ;—éa-kcira, I, 9, 8, Rasika ;—or ri-varya, L. 1,9, v. 1. Siddh.-k,; V. 
3, 88, v. 5, Rasika (thus quoted in the Calcutta edition, but not met with in the MS. 
2441 of the E. I. IT.) ; VIII. 4, 1, v. 1, Rasika and Siddh.-k. j—lricvarna, LI. 1, 9. v. 1, 
Siddh.-k. The very unusual ra-kára in the Commentary to VIIL 2, 15, (i& occurs 
chiefly in mystical, not in grammatical, works ; e.g., in the dialogue between Uma and 
Siva of the Rudrayémalatantra), I must leave to the responsibility of the Calcutta 
editors; for the Bháshya on the Virttika does not speak of the letter ra, and the 
Kasika and Siddh.-k. have, instead of rakárántdt, the usual rephüniát. 1 have 
omitted, of course, to quote passages of the Sütras, ctc., where varpa or kâra have 
other meanings than “letter.” 

* Panini never uses varya of a consonant followed by the volwel a; but the late 


Kásikà writes war इत्येतावणां, or घढध इत्येतान्वणांच्‌, or जवगडद इत्येतान्वर्णाच,, if 
the MSS. are to be trusted. i 


CC-0. In Public Domain. Funding by IKS-MoE 


Digitized by eGangotri and Sarayu Trust. 


VARNA.—KARA,—KARANA. 


n 
A 


This circumstance is significant, but at once intelligible, if we 
draw a distinction between a spoken sound and a written letter. To 
sound a consonant (k, t, p, ete.) we must combine it with a vowel; in 
writing, we may omit that vowel, and should omit it, unless it kawe its 
own peculiar value: the spoken k hasa diferent 70-00) the written 
ka, which means k and a. Unless, therefore, Panini intended, for 
instance, to give a rule on y and «d, he could not employ a term ya, 
whieh merely refers to the spoken sound y ; or, if he did so, he would 
have had to give a special rule to the effect that the sound 6 in this 
combination is mute or insignificant, as he has given various rules to a 
similar effect when he employs for his technical purposes anubandhas 
or letters without significance. Now, such a rule on the suppression 
of vowels which appear in his grammar, but are not to be sounded 
when the word with which they are combined becomes a spoken word, 
is given by him (I. 3, 2), but for a distinct and special purpose, and not 
with the intent of general application; a vowel, such as it is treated 
in this rule, is (and ought to have been always edited with the appro- 
priate sign) anundsika. Therefore, when Panini gives a rule in which 
the vowel a is appended to a consonant, but valueless, — though the 
absence of its value would not follow from the rule quoted (I 3, 2), or 
otherwise,—the commentators notice such an exceptional case as 
worthy of a special remark, and defend it in their fashion if they deem 
it advisable." In other words, expressions like a-kéva, i-kdra, u-káia, 
etc. and a-varma, i-varna, u-varua etc, are equivalent, because the 
value of a spoken vowel coincides with that of the written vowwcl-sign ; 
they admit of a doubt whether kâra or varna, or both or neither, 
apply to a written sign; but when we see that sa-káre, bha-káva, 
ma-kára, sha-kára, ta-kára, etc., are portions of rules, in which not Stt, 
bha, na, sha, ta, etc., but 8, bh, n, sh, b, etc., are meant, we perecive 
at once that kâra must apply to the uttered sound. On the other 
hand, when Panini speaks (VII. 4, 53) of two varnas, yi, i.e, of a 
varna y and of a varna i, we must conclude that varna did not apply 
to the spoken sound, but to the written sign, siuce the value y without 
a vowel would be unpronounceable. 

I will give some additional proof lor this conclusion on the meal- 
iug of both these words. In the foregoing remarks T rendered kâra 
in combination with i, u,sa, elc. “letter,” since we used this word in 
its double acceptation, uttered sound and written sign. If kava, how- 
ever, is the uttered sound, it willbe a synonyme of sabda, and we find 
it therefore, e.g., in the comment of the Káiská used as a convertible 
term with $abda.'* Thisis never the case with vain. 


“The Kásiká, e.g., observes on the Siyastira लण,--हकारादिष्वकार उच्चारणार्थी 
नानुबन्धः | लकारे APRITE Reig: प्रतिज्ञायते; or the ४0७७ VIL 1, 25 wag 
where the first 7T is mute, is excused by Katyayana in this way: सिद्ध त्वनना- 
सिकापधात, 

?* Panini QUUM 37) uses the expression स॒ध्वाः, which is rendered by the Kási- 
ka सकारे amz च. The word शब्द is used in D similar manner, e.g., in these com- 
binations : Raz, VJ. 2, 81, Kasia (ति being there the last Am of शिति); 
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Since an uttered sound may comprise more than one letter, we 
find kâra, as Kaiyyata already remarks (compare note 31), equally 
applied to complicated sounds, ९.१८ eva-kdra (IIT 4, 67, v. 3 and 6 ; 1. 4, 
8, Kas. ; VI. 2, 80 P.) ;and Panini, who never uses it for expressing a 
simple letter-sound (because his terms are such as apply toa written 
book), applies it to the sound vashat in vashat-kára (I. 2, 35.) Varna 
is never used ina sinilar manner, 


DIFFERENCE BETWEEN VARNA AND KARANA. 


lu this respect kára coincides with the term karana, which occurs 
in combinations quite analogous, e.g, iti-karana, T. 1,44, v. 1, IDE 
2, 21, v. 2, P.; duk-karana, VII. 1, 25, v.3 ; dit-karana, VII. 1,25, v. 4; 
3, 118, v. 6; chit-karana, TIJ. 1, 8, v, 4, P5 or even combined With kåra 
as evalava-karana, VI. 2, 80, Kås., ctc. Varna, on the contrary, is 
used by Kátyáyana and Patanjali in the same manner as in Pánini 
Sütra which speaks of the varia y, viz, of unutterable consonantal 
sounds, which therefore must have been written signs. Thus, a discussion 
is raised by Kátyáyana ou the Sûtra VI 4, 49, which treats of the 
elision of ya, in reference to the question whether yd is to be dropped 
or merely y; and on this occasion, he calls the former sánghata, * com- 
bination,” (viz, of yand d), aud the latter varia. In a Varttika to 
VII. 8, 50, a similar discussion is started on tha ; again, tha is called 
there sangháta and the unpronounceable th varna. The same term 
sanghála is applied to ka in a Varttika to VIL. 3, 44, and varna to the 
vowelless ic. 


THE MEANING OF UPADESA. 


The same sense of varna is conveyed by a definition of Patanjali 
concerning the term upadega, which literally means demonstration, 
and then assumes the special sense of grammatical mode of denot- 
ating, or of grammatical appearauce, and of the book in which such 


grammatical denotations occur:?* it means, for instance, the 
quer, VI. 2, 50, Rasika (तु being afix ; ADR; VII. 1, 25, +. 4, p, (az being c 
ending of pronouns in the neuter) ; भ्यसूशाब्द Vll. 1, 80, +. 1, P. (m boing the de. 
clension ending). 
= Patanjali on the Sütra 1. 3,2; कि पुनरुपदेशनम्‌ | शास्त्रम्‌. A Våritika on 
1. 9 $: सिद्धं तु व्यवसितातत्वात्‌; on ian Patanjali comments: सिद्धसेतत्‌ | कथम्‌ | 
व्यवसितान्तत्वात्‌ | व्यवासितान्सया हलित्संज्ञो भवतीति वक्तव्यम्‌ (Kàtyáyana, says Patanjali, 
ought rather tolhave said व्यव"... भवति; these latter words of Patanjali have been 
mistaken by the Calcutta editors for the Várttika itself; and they of courseagain 
make their appearance in the reprint of Dr. Boehtlingk, who besides, and for the 
sake of greater clearness, adds: “Ein V&rttika:", and prints vcl, asif hehad looked 
into the Mahábháshya and amended the *Várttika" from the original work.— Pat- 
x [PN ~ E d 
anjali then eontinues:) के पुनव्यवसिताः | Midi Heu cies a ac- 
count of the donble sense of upadesa, “ book ete," and ४ grammatieal appearance, 
Patanjali raises this question when speaking of the Sü6ra VI. 1, 45: कथमिदे विज्ञायते t 
आहोस्विदेजन्तं = hen Kaiyyata is still more explicit: 
एज्य उपदेश इति र । शा यदुपदेश इति, wh yyat Me 
कथमिति | यदोपदेशशब्देन करणसाधनेन शास्रमुच्यते तदा नुपाद ना 
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grammatieal appearance of the radicals in the Dhàtupåtha, or übe 
Dhátupátha itself ; and, in like manner, the grammatical Bpposrauce 
of the letters in the Sivasütras, “ the root of Pánini's Grammar, as 
Nagojibhatta calls them. Yor, when Katyáyana, in several intro- 
ductory Varttikas, enlarges on the purpose of the letters, as 
they occur in the Sivasütras, Patanjali asks : '? “Now, what is upadesa, 
or technical denotation? Pronunciation. How is that? The radical 
diś, ‘to show,’ (whence upa-desa is derived) implies the act of pronounc- 
ing; for, after having pronounced the varnas, one may Say, these 
varnas ave upadishta, or technically denoted.’ " Patanjali distinguishes, 
therefore, between varnas and upadishta-varnas ; only the latter are, 
according to him, the pronounceable varyas; and it would have been 
useless for him to draw this distinction, if varna itself originally 
signified the spoken letter. 

What the simple consonantal sound is to the pronounceable con- 
sonaut, the simple vowel is, in some measure, to the diphthong or com- 
bined vowel sound. It is, perhaps, on this ground that, while we find a 
general name for vowel-letters, viz, swara-varna (1.1, 8, v. 7), the 
compounds e-varnd, o-varna, ai-varga, au-varga, neither occur in Pàni- 
ni nor Katyayana, for e is aand i, o =4 and u, aia and e, au = 6 and 
0. Their general name is, in “older grammars,” sandly-aleshara ; 
and in Kátyáyana and Patanjali, for e and o, praslishta-varna, for ai 
and au, samáhüra-varga *' The Kasika, it is true, speaks of these 
vowels simply as varnas ; ** but, in the first place, it does not form a 
compound e-varna, etc.,like i-varna, ete. ; and, secondly, however great 
ihe value of this commentary, it cannot always be considered as ful- 
filling the conditions of critical accuracy, and cannot therefore be 
quoted as evidence against Panini or Katyayana. But even if there 
were in Panini’s Grammar such compounds as e-varna, o-varua, their 
occurrence would not invalidate the conclusion that varna represents 
the written sign, since it is the combination of varia with a consonant 
that alone can enable us to decide the question at issue. And that 
there are other values in Panini which could not have been spoken, 


though they are an essential portion of his Grammar, will be seen 
afterwards. 


तदन्तविधिरित्ययं पक्षी भवति पुज्य उपदेश इति । यदा तु कर्मसीधन उपदेशशब्द उपदिश्यमालाथ- 

5 os Qs ^ ~ 5 A दि > 
वाची werd च सप्तमी तदापदशस्येवाविशेषणात्तदन्तविधाविस््यं qub भवति used 
"EWZXIgKT.——A similar question of Patanjali occurs in his com. on VI. 1, 186: 


्रदुपदेशादिति.कथमिदं विज्ञायते । श्रकारो थ उपदेश इति । ग्राहारि ५ न 
NE dara उपदश इति । भ्राहास्विदकारान्तं यदुपदेश इति 


“ Patanjali on the Introduction : ग्रथ क उपदेशः | उच्चारणम्‌ । mq एतत्‌ | दिशि- 
~ E) 
रुचारणक्रियः | उच्चाय हि वर्णानाह । उपदिष्टा इमे वणा इति. 
^ Kaiyyata to Patanjali on’ Sivas. 8 and 4: संध्यक्षराणीत्यन्चथा पूर्वांचायसंज्ञा 


Whether this term“ older teachers" applies to tlie present Pratisikhyas where the 
same term occurs, or not, will be included in the subsequent discussion on the 


relation of these works to Pánini's grammar. — Patanjali on the same Sivas. : इमावेचे 
ài Sivas. : 
समाहारवणां the same on 1. 1, 9: (g ग्रा) प्रक्षिष्वणावेतो. 


41 Kasika onthe Sivas, 3 OU zit इत्येत वणा; on Sivas, 4: ऐ AT इत्येते quii 
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DIFFERENCE BETWEEN VARNA, KARA, KARANA AND AKSHARA. 


How far varna coincides, and is Synonymous with alcshara, * syllable," 
or not, is obvious: it coincides with the latter term when it means 
vowel, otherwise not.!? ‘The distinction between these terms may 
therefore be comprised in the following definition: kara denotes the 
pronounceable sound, which must always be one syllable, but may also 
consist of more than one syllable ; if denoting one syllable, it may mean 
a simple vowel (a, 6, th th u, f, ri, vi, Iri), or a complex vowel (e, 0, ai, au), 
or a simple consonant made pronounceable by a vowel (usually the 
vowel a); Karana denotes more especially the pronounceable sound re- 
presented either by more than one syllable or by one syllable contain- 
ing more than one consonant, Varna, on the contrary, implies merely 
the simple letter,—among vowels, especially the simple vowels; among 
consonants, merely the single consonant, not accompanied with a vowel 
sign. Lastly, akshara means “ syllable ” in our sense of the word, and 
may sometimes therefore coincide in value with kâra, or varna, in the 
same way that kâra and varna are apparently convertible terms when 
they are the latter parts of compounds, the former of which are a, 6, i d, 
u, 1, vl, ri, Iri. ; 

I have, in the foregoing observations, purposely abstained from 
alluding to the use which has been made of these terms in the exist- 
ing PrátiSàkhyas of Saunaka and Kátyüyana ; in the first place, 
because it was my object to show their meaning in Panini’s work, 
aS well as in those old Commentaries which have Strictly adhered 
to his terminology, and because it would have been an uncritical 
proceeding to confound the meaning or bearing of these terms 
in works belonging to a different class of Hindu literature ;1? secondly, 
because the date of these works, themselves,—or, at least, their 
relative position towards Pánini,— will have to be ascertained, 
before any conclusion can be drawn from a difference which may have 
existed between them in the use of these terms. Though I shall 
recur to this point, I may now state my belief, that even if gram- 
matical works older than Pánini had used varna in the general sense 
of akshara, such a circumstance would not disprove the fact that varna 
might have meant a written sign even before Pánini's time. There 


^ Kaiyyata on VIII. 2, 89: ATAF ; the same on tho Introduction to the Sivas: 
yyat x 
भ्रक्षरं व्यक्षमसहितो SA; Nagojibh. : यथा ये यजामहइति TANAR. 
“ This confusion, unhappily, does not seldom oceur in the definition of Words, 


as found in our dictionaries ; thus, AAR is used by Yáska in the general sense “ne. 
duplicated," and as applied to a वाद, or radical portion of the verb (Nir. IV. 93; 


एरिर इतीति रुपसृष्टो sea: ; or 17. 25 : ररिवात्रातिरभ्यस्तः ; in Pānini, however, it means 
the first two syllables of a reduplieated anga or base (VI. 1, 5); अभ्यास means 
reduplication, in the Nirukta (V. 12), on the form बञ्धाम्‌, आदिनाभ्यासेनापहितेने पधा- 
मादत्त बभस्तिरत्तकमा 3 in Pdyini it means the first syllable of reduplication (YI. 1, 4). 
To philosophical terms this remark applies in a still stronger sense; they have been 
generally dealt with as if the samo term, e. 0, S आत्मन्‌, बुद्धि, ete, had tho 
Same sense in all the philosophical systems, which is not the case. 
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os 


is, for instance, an introductory Varttika of Katydyana which countenan- 
ces the assumption that varna had such a sense in some older gram- 
marian; but the very manner in which it is brought before the reader 
shows that Kátyáyana contrasts the use of this word in Panini with 
that in his predecessor, and confirms, therefore, the definition I have 
given before. At the same time, it leaves the question undecided whe- 
ther varya was, or was not, a written letter in this older work. The 
Varttika I am alluding to occurs at the end of the general introduction, 
and refers to the following Vaidik passage mentioned in the beginning 
of the introduction : * Whoever estabishes this speech according to its 
words, its accent, and its syllables, he is fit to institute or to perform 
sacrificial work; and that itis a duty to study grammar, follows from 
the words ‘let us be fit to institute, or to perform sacrificial work.” 1९ 
The Varttika then says: “akshara, you must know, means nalkshara, 
i.e, not perishable,” and continues, “or akshara comes from 66, ‘to 
pervade,’ with the affix sara (Kaiyyata: ‘because it pervades the 
sense');" and concludes, “or they call varna so in the Sütra of a 
former (grammarian)" [Patanjali:i.e., “or in the Sütra of a former 
(grammarian) varna has the name akshara." — Kaiyyata: “For it is 
said in another grammar, that the varnas are aksharas." Nagoji- 
bhatta: “Ina similar manner the term aksharasamânâya means a mul- 
titude of varnas, as seen in the Vedas].'? 


THE WORD UDAYA IS A FURTHER PROOF THAT PANINI WAS 
ACQUAINTED WITH WRITING. 


Before I proceed to give other evidence as to Panini’s knowledge 
of writing, I will draw attention to two words which have here a claim 
to notice; and first to the word ûrdhwa. It is used adverbially in the 
sense of “ after ;” for instance, in Manu, ix. 77, ûrdhwam samvatsavát, 
“after a year," or, Chhándogya-Upanisbad : tata frdhiwean vakshyâmi, 
“after that Ishall say.” But frdhwa means, originally, “ upwards, 
above, high, or (in combination with an ablative) higher." Tt is possible 
to conceive progress as an act of rising, when the sense “after” would 
follow from this latter acceptation. But itis more probable that the 
metaphorical sense of the word was first applied to passages in books,— 
where itis frequently used in this way,—before it became a more 
general one; and, if so, the figure would naturally follow from the 
description 1 have given of a Hindu book ; for the beginning of 8 Sanskrit 


* Patanjali: यो वा इमां पदशः खररों ऽद्वरशो वाचं विदधाति स ग्रात्विजीने भवति | 
ग्रात्विजीनाः ume व्याकरणम्‌ ; Kaiyyata: कात्विजमरहतीत्यात्विजीना यजमानः 
Panini, V. 1,71) ऋस्विक्रमाहेतीति ma उ्यात्विजीनः (ib. Várttika.) 

“ Kátyáyana : Tg न चरं विद्यात्‌ श्रश्नोतेवां सरो उत्तरम्‌ ॥ वर्ण वाहुः पूर्वैसूत्रे 
Patanjali (on the latter): अथवा "rq वर्णस्याक्षरमिति संज्ञा क्रियते ; Kaiyyata: 
पूर्वसूत्र दति । व्याकरणान्तरे वणी भ्रक्षराणीति o वचनात्‌...... 
ud पष्टीतव्पुर्प इति भावः | एवं MRANA इत्यस्य श्रुतिरूपे। aqaa 
इत्यन्न AG, 


: Nagojibhatta 
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MS.,—as may still be seen in some of the oldest specimens, -was at the 
bottom of the pile of leaves which constitute its bulk. What is *above 
in a Hindu book, is, therefore, “after ;" while, with us, the term “above” 
denotes the opposite sense, from the circumstance of the progress of 
our books being a descending one, And this assumption is corroborated 
by a second synonymous word, viz.: udaya, which also means originally, 
* going upwards,” and then, “ after, following,” and w hich, moreover, is 
never used in this sense, except of passages in books. It occur. 
frequently thus in the Prátisákhyas ; but, for the reasons stated before 
[ content myself with quoting, for its occurence in Pánini, the Sütra 
VIIT. 4, 67,” 17 

“If writing,” says Müller, “ had been known to Panini, some of his 
grammatical terms would surely point to the graphical appearance of 
words. T maintain that there is not a single word in Panini’s termino- 
logy which presupposes the existence of writing " (p. 507 ). 


A FORTHER PROOF RESULTS FROM HIS TECHNICAL TERMS SWARITET 
AND ANUDATTET, AND FROM THE WORD SWARITA 
IN PANINUS RULE I. 3, 11, 

As Weber, in his * Indische Studien " (vol. iv. p. 89), had already 
mentioned two grammatical terms of “ Pánini, " viz.,” swaritet and 
udáttet, which he considers as “founded on graphieal appearance," 1 
cannot suppose that Müller has overlooked the remark of this scholar 
but must assume that he has silently rejected it, either on account of its 
incorrectness or its inconclusiveness. It is true, that the latter term does 
not occur at all in the Sütras of Panini, nor the former, such as it is given 
by Weber ; but, in the first place, there can be no doubt that, in the Sûtra 
T. 3,72, swaritanitas must be analysed swaritetas and nitas (comp. the 
commentaries), and on the other hand, Müller can neither have ignored 
that Pánini's expression, anudáttangitas (T. 3, 12), is equivalant to anu- 
dáttetas and ngitas, nor that the term anudáttet distinctly occurs in 
the rules IIT. 2, 149 and VI. 1, 186. His absolute silence on this point 
was probably, therefore, not caused by Weber's partial inaccuracy, but 
by the reference the latter gives when naming these terms,—the refer- 
ence to Dr. Boehtlingk's * Comment” on the Sütra T. 3,11. For it must 
be readily admitted that the gloss of this writer is quite enough to 
raise the strongest apprehensions as to the sanity of Pánini, provided 
that it does not induce the reader to arrive at a peculiar view of the 
fitness of Pánini's “ editor” himself to compose a comment on this 
great grammarian. ** 


47 For the same reason I do not avail myself of the word अधिक « above, ” though 
it occurs in the same sense, “ after," e.g, in Kátyáyana's PrátiSákhya, I. 33. (The 
word WIRA is used in the sense “before,” e.g, in Uvata's com. on this Práti- 
$akhya,I. 85; उपरिष्टात्‌, in the sense “after, "e.g. in the introduction of the Jaimi- 
nyáya-málá-vistára). 

An insight into the character of Dr. Boehtlingk's * edition” of Pá ini, 
An extraordinary explanation given by him, of the Sátra Y. 9, 11. 
** I subjoin a literal copy of this gloss, which but poorly illustrates the character 


5 
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SWARITA, THE MARK OF AN ADHIKARA, 


KATYAYANA, PATANJALI AND KAIYYATA ON SÜTRA T. 3, 11. 


T must, therefore, while rejecting Weber's reference, defend first his 


of the second voiume of Dr. Boehtlingk's “ edition" of Pánini. Tt au thus :—“ Wo- 
der Cireumflex gestanden hat, will ich nicht entscheiden ; wenn zu dyini's Zeiten 
die Aecente in der gewöhnlichen Schrift nicht gebraucht wurden, konnte der Cir- 
cumflex über einen heliehigen Buehstaben des adhikdva gesetzt werden, obne Ver- 
wimung hervorzubringen. Die Handschriften unseres grammatikers, die ich 
verglichen habe, sind alle aus der neusten Zeit und bezeichnen diesen Accent 
ebenso wenig wie dic nasalen Vocale im upadesa, W enn leh 2 vartikas zu unserer 
Regel recht verstehe, so wurde bei einem adhikára cin Buchstabe angefügt (der 
vielleicht der Träger des Circumflex war) und zwar so ort als der adhikdra in der 
Folge ergänzt werden musste ; konnte er nieht so weit ergiinzt werden, dann musste 
man ihn die fehlenden Male bei den vorhergehenden (?) Regeln ergänzen. Hier 


die beiden vartika's selbst: यावतिथो ऽलनुवध्यते तावता योगानधिकारो sqada इति 


auci ws भूयसि प्रागमुत इति वक्तव्य ॥ २ u Translation : Where the circumflex 
[sick.. this rendering of swarita shows that the writer has no idea of the nature of 
this accent} was placed, I will not decide (sic !) ; if, at the time of Panini, accents 
were not used in common writing, the eireumflex could be put over any letter of an 
adhikára without causing confusion. The MSS. of our grammarian which I have 
compared (sic.,) are all of the most recent date, and mark this accent as little as the 
nasal vowelsin the upadesa, If I understand rightly two Varttikas to our rule, 
a letter (which, perhaps, was the bearer of the circumflex) was added to an adhikdra : 
that is to say, as often as the adhilára had to be supplied in the sequel; if it could 
not be supplied so often, one had to supply it when wanted, at the preceding (?) [this 
query belongs to Dr. B.] rules, Here are the two Varttikas themselves : then [follow 
the Sanskrit words as given above]— The latter words (“if it could not," ete.) 
are beyond my comprehension ; for, what reasons could prevent an adhikára from 
being supplied, and if there was such an obstructed adhikdra, how could it be 
supplied at a preceding rule ? I doubt, however, whether this sentence, which 
is intended to represent the meaning of the second Varttikn as quoted above, 
was understood by itsown author. But the very words of this “ Varttika " 
revenge themselves on the person who has ill-used them so much: they betray 
the character of the work which has commented on them. For, however intelli- 
gible they are in themselves, it must be observed that the Caleutta Pandits have 
made a mistake in the wording of this Varttika, Dr, Boehtlingk, therefore, in 
giving himself the appearanee of having quoted a rule laboriously eeann 
in an original work, is simply detected in reprinting, without any examination 
whatever, the error of the Calcutta editors. And this, T may add, is generally the 
casein his * comment.” The fact, in short, is this :—the Kásika and Sidh —k. have no 
Varttikas on this Sütra, and in the Mahábháshya the words given belong to two dis- 
tinet passages, which have been erroneously contracted by the Pintits into one; 


A ne ~ 
viz, to a passage of a Varttika, भूयास प्राग्वचनम्‌, and toa passage from the comment- 
" c. E 
ary of Patanjali : भूयाम प्राग्वचन कतेव्यम्‌ | HG इति चक्तव्यम्‌ (“ Kátyáyana ought to 
have said— instead of प्राक, पाक्‌ with a word following in the ablative ") 
of these passages is therefore merely a correction, by Patanjali, of the vague expres- 
sion of Katyfyana, and the इति वक्तव्यम्‌ which conveys the correction, becomes 
purposeless,or assumes a different bearing, in the version of theCaleutta edition. And 
I may add, that the Paniits have erred, too, in publishing whatis their first Varttika 
for they mistook the comment of, and a quotation made by, Patanjali, for the text 
ofa Várttika. The reprint has been, of course, as conscientious in the latter case as 
in the former. Compare for both Várttikas the following note with its tr EDEN 


tion. But to show in its proper light the astounding explanation of Dr. 
on the second Várttika, I shall illustrate his ingenuity by Í 


The second 


ansla- 
Boehtlingk 
taking some instances of 
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on of the Sütra with the assistance of KAtyayana aud Patanjali. 
(1. 3, 11): "An adhikâra, or heading rule (will be recognized 


quotati 
) by the accent swarita;!* Upon this Patanjali 


Pánini says 
10 my Grammar 


ed in its comment on this Sütra, and apply to them-his comment 
According to the Kasika, the Sütras VI. 4, 129; IIL 1, 91; VI. 
4, 1; IV. 1, 1 ; 111. 1, 1, are among those marked with a swarila, to indicate that they 
are adhikaras ; the first of these adhikarus extends over 47, the second over 541, the 
third over 613, the fourth over 1190, and the fifth over 1821, Sütras. If we credit, 
therefore, the explanation of Dr. Bochtlingk, a letter of the alphabet (he does not 
say which ; probably, therefore, any one) was added, perhaps, as he says in the 
as the bearer of this sawarita, * that is to say, as often as the adhikara 
In other words, in the five instances quoted 
such a letter was added to the Sütra V1. 4,129, 47times, and so on to the other Sttras 
severally 541, 613, 1190, and 1821 times! And this method, he conceives, had been 
devised in a kind of literature, where shortness is the chief object, and where “an 
author rejoiceth in the economizing of half a short yowel as much as in the birth 
ofa son.” Surely, it requires neither knowledge nor scholarship, but merely some- 
thing else, to deter a rational writer from eliciting such a sense from a sane book. 
“Panini L 2, 11: स्वरितेनाधिकार :—Patanjali: किम्थैमिदमुच्यते.-- V ârttika 


in the Cale. ed. at this Sütra, but mentioned VI. 1, 158, where it occurs asa 


the Kásiká, as quot 
on the first Várttika, 


parenthesis, 
had to be supplied in the sequel." 


omitted 
a A CN an ra LS P 
quotation) श्रधिकार : प्रतियोग तस्यानिर्देशार्थ ¦ - Patanjali: श्रधिकारः. क्रियते aA 


तस्यानिर्देशार्थ इति । किमिदं पृतिय्रेगमिति | योरे योग पूति पृतियागे योगे योगे तस्य ग्रहणं 
माकार्पमिति- -Kaiyyata: स्वरितेनेतीत्थंभूतलक्षणे तृतीया । स्वरितेनाधिकारा लक्ष्यत end: | 
स्वरितत्वं सूत्रस्थानां केवलमधिकारज्ञानाथ प्रतिज्ञायते न तु परयोगसमवायि अधिकारशब्दो भावसाधनः 
कमेसाधना a | विनियोगो लोके ऽधिकार उच्यते स एवेह uenti किमर्थमिति | आकांच्षादिबशात्प- 
कृतस्य सनम लोक a भविष्यतीति LGB 0552000000000 Varttika (omitted in the Cale. ed.) 
अ्रधिकाररिमाणाज्ञानं g—Patanjali : अधिकारपरिमाणाज्ञानं तु भवति । न ज्ञायेत कियन्तम- 
वघिसधिकारो Sgadd gfat.—Varttika (omitted in the Cale, ed.) अधिकारपरिमाण ज्ञानाथ तु 
n à अधिकारपरिमाणाज्ञानार्थमेव तह्य यं योगो वक्तव्यः | अधिकारपरिमाणं uet 
कथं पुनः स्वरितेनाधिकार इत्यनेनाधिकारपरिमाणं शक्‍य विज्ञातुम्‌ । एवं वक्ष्यासि स्वरितेनाधि- 
कार इति LODE ग्रधिकारपरिमाणाज्ञानं त्विति । यथा धातोरिति कि पाग्लादेशेभ्यः | 
ग्रयाध्यापरिसमासेः | ग्रज्ञाधिकारः पागभ्यासविकारेभ्यः | अधास्षमपरिसमास रिति-- 
१११५ वार्त, दृष्टाधिकारा न भवतीति केनेदानीमधिकारो भविष्यति । लौकिको ऽधिकारः । 
नाधिकार af चेदुक्तम्‌ | किमुक्तम्‌ । अन्यनिदेशस्तु निवर्तकस्तस्मात्परिभाषेति । अधिकाराथैमेव 
ma ये यागो me WEED स्वरितं इष्ठ ति l पक्ृतस्या धिकोर निवृत्तये शब्दान्तरस्य स्वरितत्क्ष 
पृतिज्ञायते | तेन विशतिकात्ख इत्यत्र स्वरितत्वदर्शनात्‌ । द्वन्रिपूर्वादित्यश्य ‘Reece 
—Pataujali: ननु चोक्तम्‌ । अधिकारपरिमाणाज्ञान स्विति | —Varttika : यावतिथा 
sagara: तावता योगा निति वचनात्सिद्धमू-- Patanjali: यावतिथो ऽलनबध्यते 
तावतो योगानधिकारो अनुवतत इति वक्तब्यम्‌-॥२।४०(५ यावतिथ इति | दिनि 
ipm a S दानीं ae ऽलः भूयसश्च यागानधिकारा अनुवरतते कथं तत्र 
aq—Kaiyyata: We ति कथं r 
परमतापेक्षया । sme यागा E oe ers A UR 
ल्पीयांसा ऽलः । तथा बहवो ऽल इति 
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remarks: * Why does he say that 27 —Varttika:. “An adbikáüra...... 
to every rule belonging to it;its objeet is to avoid a (repeated) de- 
signation."— Patanjali : “*Anadhikara (says Kåtyâyana) is made (so as 
to apply to every rule belonging to it; its object is to avoid SU 
designations What does that mean, ‘to every rule belonging to it? 

“To every rule belonging to it, means in reJerence to each such rule; 
and he wants to imply that I must not make special mention (of the 
adhikara) in each such rule.” —Kaiyyata : “The words, ‘by the accent 
swarita’ [in Sanskrit it is only one word], are the third case in the 
sense of ‘such and such a mark’ (as ruled by Panini, II. 3, 21); ie., an 
adhikára is marked with the accent swarita. The plan to mark words 
which are in the Sátra with the swarita, is merely devised in order 
that the adhikara may become recognizable, but it has nothing to 
do with practical application [i.e., the swarita is not pronounced). 
The word adhikàra either expresses a condition or it expresses an 
act; in common language, adhikara is the same as viniyoga, or ap- 
pointment to an oflice; aud this is understood here. Patanjali 
asks: ‘Why does Panini say that?’ This question means: Will there 
be (in his grammar) as in common language, a connection of the 
matter treated under the same head, because the subjects refer 
necessarily to one another, and the like ?”... [Then follows in the 
Bhashya a discussion of Patanjali, the purport of which is to show 
that the word adhikdra, which literally means superintendence, 
government, has, in grammar, an analogous sense to that which it 
has in common lite].—Várttika : * But (there is) no knowing how far 
an adhikára goes."-—Patenjali (repeats these words in the manner we 
have seen before, adding the ellipsis ‘there is,’ as he usually repeats 
the words of a Varttika which he explains, in order to ensure its proper 
text, and then continues): “These words mean: It might not be 
known to what limit an adhikara is applicable." —Várltika : * However, 
that the extent of an adhikára might be known." - Patanjali: * Just 
that the extent of an adhikára might be known,on that account this 
rule (I. 3, 11) had to be uttered; in other words, that I may know how 
far anadhikára goes. But again, how can the extent of an adhikára be 
known through the Sütra, which says ‘au adhikára (will be recognized 
in my grammar) by the accent swarita,’ so that I could say: ‘the adhi- 

kara (is recognized) by the accent swarita ? ” ~Kaiyyala : “ © But, there 


चेद्भूयांसा यागाः— Varbtika: भूयसि पारवचनम्‌--0 (२१० : भूयासि पाग्वचनं axi | 
९ NN 

प्रागसुत इति वक्तव्यम्‌ | तत्तहि वक्तव्यम्‌ न वक्तव्यम्‌ | संदेहमात्रमेतद्‌भवति l सवेसंदेहेपु 

घेदमुपतिष्टते व्याख्यानतो विशेषपतिपत्तिन fg संदेहादलक्षणमिति —Kaiyyata 


> > : भूयसीति । meer 
rg रित्यादि वक्तव्यम्‌ । तत्तहीति। यावतिथो ऽलिति भूयसि पाग्वचन 


Seri: —Patanjali 


ON ver कि पृयोजनम्‌ = -Vá rttilia (omitted in the Cale. ed.) स्वरितेनाधि- 
c8 Cc. ~ ~ 3 
कारगतियथा ATAT -Palanjali : ग्रधिकारगतिः । अधिकः कारः । अधिक 


c Cos REN . CEN © Ss 
कायम्‌ | गोखियोरुपसजेनस्येत्यत्र गोटांग्रहरं चोदितं न कतेब्यं 
स्वरितेनाधिकारगतिभविष्यतीति ख्रियामित्येव Ta ये त्रिहिता 
स्वरितेनाधिकारगतिभंवतीति न दोपो भवति, ete. 


भर्वात | स्रीग्रहण्‌ स्वरविष्यते | 
स्तेषां ग्रहणं विज्ञास्यते तत्र 
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is no knowing how far an adhikára goes,’ says the Varttika ; for iastance, 
does adhikára IIT. 1, 91, stop before the Sütra III. 4, 78, or does it go to 
the end of the (third) book ? Does the adhikára VI. 4, 1, stop before the 
Sütra VI. 4, 78, or does it go to the end of the seventh book ?"— Patanj- 
ali: “Since, as soon as (another) swarita. is scen, there is an end of the 
adhikàra (indicated by the previous swarita); by what means, then, can 
there be now an adhikára ? Adhikára is (as we have Seen) a term of 
common life. Now, if you say there is no such ahhikára (meant in this 
grammar), why was itsaid before [in a previous discussion], *that a 
new injunction stopping (the applicability of the adhikara), a paribhasha 
(had to be given), ‘Therefore on account of an adhikara this rule had to 
be uttered."—Kaiyyata : * (When Patanjali says), * As soon as (another) 
swarita is seen, etc., (his words mean): to stop the (applicability of an) 
adhikàia ona subject-matter, the plan is devised to mark another 
word with the swarita; thus, because the swarita mark is seen in the 
Sütra V. 1, 32, it must be inferred that the applicability of the adhikára, 
V. 1, 30 (which also was marked with the swarita) has ceased.’-— 
Patanjali: “Now, has not Kátyáyana said,‘ But there is no knowing 
how far an adhikára goes?’ ” (Quite so; hence the) Várttika (conti- 
nues): “This results from what is said elsewhere: ‘whatever the 
numerical value of the letter which is joined (to an adhikdra-rule), to 
as many rules.......’”—Patanjali: “These words would have 
been better quoted thus: With whatever numerical value a letter is 
joined (as anubandba to an adhikára-rule, to as many (following) rules 
the adhikára applies? "—Kaiyyata: “For instance: to the Sütra V. 
1, 30, the mute letter i (the second in the Sivasütras) is to be joined ; 
therefore it applies to two subsequent rules; and similarly in other 
adhikàra rules.’—Patanjali: “Now, what is to be done when an 
adhikara applies to more rules, while there are fewer letters of the 
alphabet ?"-— Kaiyyata: “(When Patanjali says) ‘Fewer (and more), 
is this comparative (literally, is the affix of the higher degree, i.e., 
the affix of the comparative), used in reference to different Species 
(of the same class)? (No;)itis used in an absolute sense. (For he 
means): If you think the rules belonging to the same adhikára are 
few, then (you would have to take his words as implying that) 
the letters of the alphabet may be (still) fewer; on the other hand, if 
you think the letters are many, then (his words would imply that) there 
may be still more rules belonging to the same adhikára."—Várttika : 
“If there are more (rules for the same adhikara than letters), the ex- 
pression prak, ‘before, ......"—Patanjali: “It there are (more 
rules for the same adhikára than letters) Pánini (says the Várttika) 
ought always to have made use of the expression prâl, * before ; or the 
Varttika ought to have rather said “before, with a word following in 
the ablative." [The Varttika means that the adhikára then should 
have been always indicated in the Sütra by the expression that such 
and such an adhikara is valid “before,” i.e., goes no further than, such 
and such a rule or word; as is the case, e.t., 1. 4, 56; 11. 1, 3; IV. 4, 1 and 
70; V. L, Land 18; 8, 1 and 70, ete.) Ought Panini indeed (in such a 
case) to have expressed himself thus? No, he ought not. This isa 
mere question of a doubtful case, and in all such cases there avails the 
Paribhashi which says that ‘the solution of the special (difficulty) results 
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from explanation; ? for it does not follow that because there is ७ doubt 
there is no criterion (to solve it). "--Kaiyyata: “ The foregoing words, 
‘it there are more, ete.’ mean that Panini (instead of giving, éa his rule, 
VL 4, 1, as he does in the word angasya i.e., *this is the adhikara con 
base’), ought to have said,‘ angasya prág dveh’, i.e., * this is the adhikana 
on base which avails before (i.e. does not go further than) ४111. 1, 1 
(exclusively)? "The words of Patanjali, ‘ought Panini, indeed, ete., 
mean: ought Panini to have given the contents of the two preceding 
Várttikas ?” [Then follows, in the Bháshya, an observation of Patanjali 
ou a doubtful passage, which is the subject of his comment in its appro- 
priate place. He continues]: “ What is the purpose of the Sütra?"— 
Várttika: “That the proper way of applying an adhikára might be 
known by means of the swarita."— Patanjali: “* Proper way ol ap- 
plying an adhikara.’ (Just so). (Adhi-kára means) au agent placed over, 
or an act to be done, placed over. Now, at the Sütra I. 2, 48, the expres- 
sion gotáng (used in the Varttika to this rule) must not be considered 
as the subject of the adhikara; for the expression stri will have the 
swarita Therefore, according to the words of the Varttika ( that the 
proper way,’ etc.) those affixes alone will have to be understood in that 
Sütra (I.2,48) which fall under the head stri, and, according to the 
Varttika’s own words, there is no defect in the Sütra I.2,48." [To 
understand this latter illustration of our rule, it is necessary to know 
that Katydyana, in giving the Varttika gotángrahagan: krinnivrittjar- 
tham, to the Sütra 1. 2, 48, intends to point out an omission in the rule 
of Panini. Patanjali, however, shows that the swarita over stri in this 
rule obviates the punctiliousness of the Várttika, and he therefore 
taunts Kátyáyana, as well on this occasion as when he comments on 
I. 2, 48, for not having understood ‘the proper way of applying the adhi- 
kara, by repeating to him his own criticisms on the Sütra of the present 
discussion. Then follow other illustrations of Patanjali as to the proper 
way of applying an adhikára, which it is not necessary for our imme- 
diate purpose to add to the l'oregoing translation |, 


THE COMMENTARY OF THESE GRAMMARIANS PROVES THAT PANINI'S 
MANNER OF DEFINING AN ADHIKARA WOULD HAVE BEEN 
IMPOSSIBLE WITHOUT WRITING. 


The passage | have given here from the * Great Commentary " on 
Pànini,—and which may serve too as a specimen of the manner in which 
the two grammatical saints, KAtyáyana and Patanjali, serutinized every 
doubtful word of the Sütras,— will have shown that the rule of Panini 
which teaches the manner 01 defining an adhikára, or heading rule, is 
interpreted by them as being based on the application of writing हि 
terminology. here are three modes, as we learn from them (and the 
Jact is, of course, fully borne out by the Sütras themselves), by which 


w “व्यार द्र smh "YS - ‘ Rest he: ¢ à 
व्याख्यानतः ” ‘The word व्याख्यान "explanation " is defined in the introduction 
of Patanjali: उदाहरणं प्रत्युदाहरणं वाक्याध्याहार इत्येतत्समुदितं व्याख्यानं भवति ; “expla- 
nation is giving an instance, giving a counter instar i 
tion ; b a -instance, ६ 8 ring t 
elliptical expression of a sentence & all fice three क्यात, wg SE 


CC-0. In Public Domain. Funding by IKS-MoE 


Digitized by eGangotri and Sarayu Trust. 


WRITTEN ACCENTS INDISPENSABLE FOR PANINI'S TERMINOLOGY. 99 


Pánini indicates a heading-rule in his:grammar. The one consists in 
his using the word prak, “before,” with a word following in the abla- 
tive, hy which expression he implies that the heading continues up fo 
that word, which will occur in a later Sütra. Another mode of his 
is merely to indicate the heading, the extent of whici is then, as 
the Bháshya says, matter of *explanation." His third and last mode 
consists in putting the sign of a swarita,--:which was not intended 
for pronunciation,—not over any word of the 81678, arbitrarily, as 
Dr. Boehtlingk imagines, but, as common sense would suggest, over 
that word which is the heading, as over the word stri, in the 
Sütra I. 2, 48. Káty&yana, moreover, indicates (by the expression 
bhüyasi) and Patanjali expressly states, that in those cases in 
which the number of Sütras comprised under an adhikára did not 
exceed the number of the letters of the alphabet, a letter representing 
a numerical value (without, of course, being “the bearer of a swarita"), 
was added to indicate the extent of the adhikára ; and from the example 
given by Kaiyyata we must infer that the numerical value of the letter 
was determined by the position it has in the Sivasütras, since i is to 
him an equivalent of the figure 2, And this representation of figures by 
letters of the alphabet derives an additional interest from the circum- 
stance that it is quite different from the methed we meet with at a later 
period of Hindu. progress in mathematics and astronomy.®! In short, 
we see that Patanjali and Kátyáyana not merely presuppose a knowledge 
of writing in Pánini, but consider the use he has made of writing as one 
of the chief means by which he has built up the technical structure of 
his work. 

I will obviate, at once, an objection which may be raised,—though 
it could scarcely be raised by those who treat Kátyáyana as a contem- 
porary of Panini, or use the Commentaries as direct evidence for or 
against Pánini,—I mean the objection that the comments of KatyAyana 
and Patanjali would only testify to their own knowledge and use of 
written accents; but that neither necessitates the conclusion that Pánini 
knew and employed, as they suppose him to have done, written accents, 
nor that he was acquainted with the use of written letters for the 
purpose of denoting numerical values. And should there be any who 
attach more faith to Kaiyyata. the late commentator on Patanjali, 
than to Patanjali himself and Katyáyana, they might, perhaps, adduce 
an observation of this grammarian, “that the Stitras of Panini were 
read in one breath, (without any regard to accent),” in order to infer 
that tbe swarita might have been sounded over the word which it intend- 
ed to mark as adhikara. Such a conclusion, however, would be in- 
validated, not only by the natural sense of the passage quoted, but by ° 
the remark of the same grammarian, which is contained in the transla- 


tion Ihave given before, and which states that the swarita was not 


*! Compare the system of Aryabhatta, who uses vowels and nasals—0 ; ka, ta, 
pa, ja=1; kha, tha, pha, ra=2; ga, da, ba, la—9, ete. See Lassen's Zeitschrift, H. 


423 ॥. “Journal Asiatique * (1835), vol. XVI., p. 116, ete. 
55 Kaiyyata towards the end of the Introduction: URA त्यासूत्राणां पाठात्सवपाम 


दात्तादीनामपदेशः .— Another discussion on adhikâra oceurs incidentally in Patanjali's 


comment on I. 1, 49 
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in our present case, for “practical application.” Tt remains, 


intended : Eni MM ; f 
iu प this remark of Kaiyyata is confirmed by 


therefore, to be seen whether 
analogous facts in Pànini's Grammar. 

WRITTEN ACCENTS WERE INDISPENSABLE FOR PANINI'S TERMINOLOGY, 

Panini frequently refers, in his Sütras, not only to grammarians 

र but to lists of affixes, and to arrangements of 


who have preceded him, Qu » : NE 
the verbal roots, which must have coincided with his own terminology, 


The personal relation of Panini to these collections y books will mou 
subject of future remark; it will suffice, at present, nn that I i nini's 
work, and these works, were based on the same 8 ammatical system. 
Panini refers, for instance, to a list of affixes which begin with um 73 
where the mute letter y—which has exactly the same technical value 
in the affix un as it would have in Pánini's affixes av, na, or in other terms 
containing this anubandha—proves that these affixes rested on the 
terminology which governs the Sutras of Panini. He speaks of bhuvádi, 
adádi, tudádi,— in short, of the ten classes of radicals, just as they are 
given in the Dhátupátha, and even of subdivisions of this work, Ca 
dyutâdi, pushádi, bhidadi, muchâdi, yajádi, radhadi, ete. ;" and if there 
existed a doubt that the expressions quoted, which contain the first 
word of a list, necessarily imply the whole list, and in the order 
in which the words of such a list appear in this work, the doubter 


On the incorrect spelling of ihe word unnâdi. 
डड उण्णादि ; compare Panini, III, 3, 1; 4, 75.— This word is sometimes written 
उणादि ; but wrongly, for tho Sandhi rules apply not only to real words, bub equally 
to the technical language of the Sütras. Since उणा, in उण्शादि, isa pada (pürva- 
NS 
pada), it has to follow the Sandhi rule given, VITI, 3, 32, Real padas ending in am, 
Y 
it is true, are rare, and perhaps still rarer as first parts of a compound; but a word 
aaqa becomes on that very ground the subject of an exceptional rule; its first part 
is said to be not Gz but भ (T. 4, 18, v. 8). As the phonetic rules of the grammarians 
bespeak the necessities and predilections of the Hindu organ of speech, technical 
names could not but follow the general rules of pronunciation, and there is no cause, 
therefore, to establish an exception for the term उण्णादि. 

‘t Compare, e.g, Pánini I. 3, 1; 1. 4, 72 and 75 ; III. 1, 69, 78, 77, 78, 79, 81,25; 
Ti. 1, 955 9, 104 ; VIT. 1, 59; VI. 1, 15; VII. 2, 45, and other instances which are quoted 

in the excellent Radices Linguce Sauscrite of Westergaard. 
2 It is barely possible, however, to admit such a doubt; for Panini does not 
restrict himself to generally mentioning radicals by giving the first word of the 
order, such as bhuvâdi, addi, ete. ; he refers, also, to distinct numbers. Thus, VII. 
2, 5; he speaks of the four radicals beginning with वृत, and the rule he gives 
applies to no other four radicals than FẸ and the three radicals which follow it in 
the AT (3 18, duo ; he speaks, VIT. 2, 75, of the five radicals beginning with 
क्‌, and his rule ayails only for क्‌ and the four radicals which follow it in the 
pianin ($ 28, 116-120); or, VIL. 3, 98, of the five radicals beginning with सदू 
(=Dhitup. $ 24, 59—63): or, VI. 1, 0, of the sir radicals beginning with aq 
=Dha - § 24, 63—69) ; or, V 5 - idees n > 
(=Dhatup. § 24, 63—69) ; or, VI. 4, 125, of the seven radicals beginning with फण 


(Dhatap. $ 19, 73—75), ete. In all these instances, therefore, the order of the 
AA in the Dhatupatha, as referred to by Panini, is the absolute condition of his 
rule, 2 
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would have at least to admit that the anubandhas or technical 
letters which accompany each radical in the Dhátupátha, possess 
the grammatical value which is expressly defined as inhering 
in them by special rules of Pánini. He refers to the Upadesa, 
which is, according to Patanjali, a list, not only of the radicals, 
but of nominal bases, affixes, particles, increases of the base and 
grammatical substitutes, all of which are * settled," as Kátyáyana 


says." 
THIS RESULTS FROM THE DHATUPATHA. 


Now, if we consult the Sütras which treat of the verbal roots, 
we find, for instance, that, as a rule, a rootis udátta on the last 
syllable (VI. 1, 162). Yet (VII. 2, 10 Panini states that a radical 
has not the connecting vowel i, if in the Upadesa it is a mono- 
syllable and anudátta. As the formerrule concernsa radical, which 
is part of, and embodied in, a real word, while the latter describes 
the theoretical existence of the radicalin the Dhátupátha, we may 
imagine, it is true, that for the purpose of grammatical teaching a 
pronunciation of the radical was devised in the Upadesa different 
to that which it has in real language. But,even on the supposi- 
tion that a radical could be pronounced anudâtta, is it probable 
that Panini or the authors of the Dhatupatha could have 
recourse to so clumsy a method for conveying the rule implied 
by the term anudátta? Would they gratuitously have created 
the confusion that must necessarily arise from a twofold pronun- 
ciation of the same radical, when any other technical anubandha 
would have enabled them to attain the same end? Let us suppose, 
on the contrary, that azudátta,in the Upadega, does not mean the 
spoken, but the written accent, and the difficulty is solved without 
the necessity of impugning the ability or the common sense of the 
grammarians. 

This inference is strengthened, moreover, by another analogous 
fact, which may be recalled before I give further proof froma 
Synopsis of Pánini's rules and the appearance of the radicals- in 
the Upadega. This fact is contained in the last Sütra of Panini’s 
grammar, where he teaches that the short vowel a, which in his 
rules is treated as vivrita, or pronounced with the expansion of the 
throat, is, in reality sanwrita, or pronounced with the contraction 
of the throat. This Sütra did certainly not intend to impose upon 
the pupil the task of pronouncing, during his grammar lessons, the 
short vowel «in such a manner as no Hindu can pronounce it, or of 
sounding, when learning the properties of this vowel, instead of it, 
Some nondescript deputy vowel-sound: it can only mean that, for 
the sake of technical purposes defined by the commentators, Panini 
made a fiction in his grammar, which, of course, he had to remove 
when terminating his book. This fiction, however, being based on 


1० Compare the quotations in Westergaard's Radices, p. 342, 343. 
t Compare Pánini I. 3, 2 ; VI. 1, 45, 186 ; 4, 37 ; VIII. 4, 14, 18 ; (the term occurs 
frequently, too, in the Varttikas and Kárikás), and see note 29. ~ 
6 


LY 
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49. WRITTEN ACCENTS INDISPENSABLE FOR PANINI'S TERMINOLOGY, 
a phonetic impossibility, would be a very awkward one if = eer 
to oral teaching only; it becomes quite unobjectionable if it is support- 
ed by a written text.** है 

ie rans in the Upadesa, says Panini (I. 3, 12) has the Guo 
(or ñg) as. anubandba, it is, in general, inflected in the dtmanepada sit 
its anubandha is the swarita (or i) it is, under certain Pon one TNR 
ed in the átmanepada ; under others, in the parasmaipada AI. 3,72) ; 
if it has neither of these anubandhds (nor is subject UE the rules 
(I. 3, 12—77), it is inflected in the parasmaipada only (I. 3,78). Again, 
fromthe Dhàtupátha we learn that, for instance, the radicals jyd, ri 
li, vri, bhri, Ishi (sh), jita, are anuddtta (i.e., do not assume the connect- 
ing vowel i), but have neither the anudátte nor the swarita as anuban- 
aha. The latter term implies that the sign which bears: this deno- 
mination isadded after the significant element. Since, however, the 
roots named are monosyllables in the Upadesa, and since it is impossible 
to pronounce an accent without a vowel-sound supporting it, the 
assumption that the anudátta and other accent-anubandhas were spoken 
sounds, would lead to the conclusion that the same verbal root was 
simultaneously anuddtta and not anudátta.9? 

If I bad adhered to the terminology of the Dhátupátha, as it is met 
with in the best MSS. of Madhava’s commentary, the foregoing illustra- 


On the pronunciation of the vowel å. 


> 7.57: H ops O 

‘J call it a. phonelic impossibilily, since A, if ib were pronounced विवृत, would 
assume the properties of gq ; but as Panini does not allow such an 3T to oceupy the 
same portion of time which is required for the pronunciation of IT, a short अ pro- 
nounced with the expansion of the throat, becomes to a Hindu organ of speech and 
from Pánini's point of view, impossible. For this reason, Patanjali, too, who ona 
previous occasion had defined the letters which occur in the Upadesa, i.e., the upa- 
dishta-varaas as pronounced or pronounceable letters [see note 40], looks upon this 
Jast Sütra of Panini as merely given to counteract the effect of the Upadesa ; he 
thus implics that this is the only case in which an upadishta-varna was not pronoun- 


ceable: श्र श्र (VIU. 4, 68)॥ किमर्थमिदमुच्यते | ग्रकारो$य़मक्षरसमाश्माये वित्रृत उपदिष्टस्तस्य 
संतरतताम्रत्यापत्तिः क्रिय्रते--1०1 १०६० : किमर्थमिति । श्रकारस्याकारवचने ग्रमेजनाभावात्पश्नः | 
श्रकारोऽग्रमिति | सवणार्थमिह शास्त्र विवृतदापयुक्तो$्कार उपदिष्टः । तस्थ प्रप्रोगे संत्रतस्यैवो- 
चारणार्थैमिदं प्त्यापत्तिवचनम्‌ | श्रक्षरसमाञ्नायग्रहणं सकलशास्त्रोपलक्षणम्‌. 

^? Westergaard's Radices, ६81, 29—36. 

^ Other instances may be gathered from Westerg: 


1 aard's Radices. I must exclude, 
however, some which are not counten 


anced by tHe best MSS, I have consulted ; those, 
especially, which are met with in the Radices under the term स्वरितेत्‌. Tor when we 
read in the latter work (e.g., § 22 and § 31, 1, ete.) that WA, हम, wa , eie. gms, 
ia, Aa, eie, are अनुदात्ता: 27१ स्त्ररितेतः or ($ 391, 10, etc.) that ma, व्रज, पूज, 
eic, are उदात्ताः and स्वरितेतः, I could not adduce these and similar म IS sup- 
port of my conclusions ; since Mâdhava is certainly right in giving, instead of the 
term स्वरितेतः, Uie word उभयपदिनः or उभयतोभापाः, as the anubandha s would become 
meaningless, if these roots had, besides, the anubandha safe. The term स्वरितेत्‌ 
is correctly indicated by Westergaard and the MSS. for instance, of the roots हिक 


ag cte. ($ 21); णिजिर, विजिर, Res (8 25); सप, GUA, णह, रञ्ज, ०५८. ($20); तुद, 


* 
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tion would have become still more striking ; for, according to them, the 
roots jyd, ri, etc., are anudátta, and have the udátta as their anuban- 
dha, In general, it may be observed, that the Sûtra I. 3, 78 is apparent- 
ly understood by Madhava and other commentators as referring to 
roots which have udâtta as anubandha : for a root which is neither anu- 
dáttet nor swaritet, is described by them as udáttet. There is some 
reason,however, to doubt whether the latter term really occurred in 
the Upadega referred to by Panini; and as the solution of this doubt, 
in an affirmative sense, would add another fact to those already obtain- 
ed, it will not be superfluous to advert to it here. 

The misgiving I entertain is based on Pánini's own terminology. 
He speaks of roots which, in the Upadega, are udátta (VII. 3, 34) and 
anudatta (VI. 4, 37; VIL. 2, 10), which are anudáttet and swaritet (see 
the preceding quotations, p.33); butthere is no trace in his grammar 
of radicals which are udáttet. And this omission is the more Striking, 
as the number of roots which are marked udáttet in the present MSS. 
ofthe Dhátupátha is considerable. Nor it is satisfactorily explained 
by the negative tenor of the Sütra I.3,78,since there is no other 
instance in Pániui's work of a technical and important term being given 
vaguely and inferentially. 2 

If, however, we apply to the present case the conclusions we have 
been already compelled to draw as to Pánini's having used accents as 
written signs, we may surmise the reason why udéttet isnot amongst 
the terms employed by this grammarian. Of the three accents, 
uddtta, swarita and anudátta, the two latter only are marked in the 
principal Vaidik writings, the swarita being indicated by a perpendicu- 
lar line over the syllable, the anudátta by a horizontal line under it. 
The syllable not marked is událta. It is possible, therefore, to say 
that a radical or syllable which is not marked is udátta, and that one 
with a horizontal stroke under it is auudátta ; it is possible, too, to 
speak of a line added under or over the last letter of the radical; but it is 
surely impossible to call that * addition" (anubandha) which, not being 
visible, could not be added at all. This explanation of the absence of the 
term udáttet is founded, of course, on the supposition that the system of 
marking the accents was the same at Pánini's time, as it occurs in our 
MSS. of the principal Veda-Sanhitas ; but it can hardly be doubted that 
this system is as deeply rooted in Hindu tradition as everything else 
connected with the preservation of the sacred books. If then, it 
becomes certain that Panini knew written accent signs which were not 
pronounced, it will not be hazardous to put faith in the statement of 
Kaiyyata, that the swarita, which was intended as a mark of au adhi- 
kára, was also a written sign, a perpendicular stroke, * but had 
nothing to do with practical application." 


खुद, ०४९. ($ 28); रुधिर; भिदिर्‌, ete. (S 29), ete., for all these radicals have not the 
S H H . 

anubandha St, A proof of the accuracy of the commentators in this respect, is 

afforded by the instance of the root sqq (§ 24,7) which is described in the Dhátupá- 
s ^ 


tha as अनुदात्तेत्‌) and represented at the same time as afte for they explain on 
this occasion that the anubandha does not indicate the atmanepada-inflection, 
marked by the term अनुदात्तत्‌, but refers to the effect of the Sütra III. 2, 119, 

j * 
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44 HINDU CATTLE MARKED WITI NUMERALS. 


EVEN THE HABIT OF MARKING HINDU CATTLE AFFORDS PROOF OF THE 
ACQUAINTANCE OF THE HINDUS, IN THE TIME OF PANINI, 
WITH THE ART OF WRITING. 


That Pánini, as Patanjali tells us, and Katyayana gives us to 
understand, used letters in his adhiküra rules for the notation o numer- 
al values, does not follow, we must admit, from his own words in the 
quoted Sütra (I. 3, 11), but there is a rule of his (VI. 3, 115) in which 
he informs us that the owners of cattle were, at his time, in the habit 
of marking their beasts on the ears, in order to make. them recog- 
nizable. Such signs, he says, were, for instance, a swastika, a ladle, a 
pearl, ete ; yet he mentions besides, eight and five. Now, either the 
graziers used letters of the alphabet to denote these numerals, or they 
employed special figures, as we do. In either case, it is obvious that they 
must have been acquainted with writing; in the latter, moreover, that 
the age to which they belonged had already overcome the primitive 
mode of denoting numerals by letters, and that writing must have been, 
therefore, already a matter of the commonest kind. At all events, and 
whichever alternative be taken—if even the Hindu cattle paraded the 
acquaintance of the Hindus with the art of writing and 01 marking nu- 
merals,--one may surely believe that Panini was as proficient in writing 
as the cowherds of his time, and that, like them, he resorted to the 
marking of numerals whenever it was convenient to him to do so. 


THE WORDS LOPA AND DRIS, IN THE SÛTRAS, ARE A FURTHER PROOF 
THAT PANINI HAD A KNOWLEDGE OF WRITING, 


The absence of a letter or grammatical element, or even of a word, 
the presence of which would have been required by a previous rule, is 
called by Pánini lopa. The literal sense of this word, which is derived 
from lup, * to cut of," is “ cutting off.” It will be conceded that it is not 
possible to “ cut of!” any but a visible sign, and that a metaphorical ex- 
pression of this kind could not have arisen, unless the reality existed. 
Indeed the very definition which Panini gives of this term must remove 
every doubt, if there existed any. He says: “lopa (‘cutting off’) is the not 
being seen” (scil., of a letter, etc.) °! For, whatever scope may be given 
to the figurative meaning of the radical “to see,” it is plainly impossible 
that an author could speak of a thing visible, literally or metaphori- 
cally, unless it were referable to his sense of sight. A letter or word, 
whichis no more seen, or has undergone the effect of lopa, must, there- 
fore, previously to its lopa, have been a visible or written letter to him. 
And the same remark applies to an expression which occurs several 


times in the Sütras ; for Panini speaks more than once of affixes which 


are seen, or of a vowel which is seen in words.®? 


° L 1, 00: ग्रदर्शनं लापः. 


A passage, relating to the mystical powers of the alphabet, from 
a Chapter of a Dialoque between Siva and Parvati. 


^ शन्यभ्योऽपि इश्यते गा, 2, 178; 3, 180. श्रन्येभ्यो$पि इश्यन्ते IT. 05, अन्ये 
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THE: VEDAS WERE PRESERVED IN WRITING AT PANINI'S TIME, 45 
THE VEDAS WERE PRESERVED IN WRITING AT PANINTS TIME. 


If it becomes evident from the foregoing arguments that Pánini 
not only wrote, but that writing was a main element in the technical 
arrangement of his rules, it may not be superfluous to ask, whether 
the sacred texts had been committed to writing at the time at which 
he lived, or whether they were preserved then by memory only? That 
the mere fact of learning the Veda does not disprove the possibility 
of its having been preserved by written letters also, is clear enough, 
and is indirectly acknowledged by Müller himself. He quotes, it is 
true, a passage from the Mahabharata, and one from Kumárilá's 
Várttikas, which condemn, the one the writing of the Veda, 


पामपि इश्यते शा. 3, 197.अन्येष्वपि दश्यते 11. 2, 101.-- इतराभ्योऽपि श्यन्ते ४. 3, 14. 


— Though in the foregoing observations no conclusion of mine is founded on state- 
ments of the later grammarians alone, it may not be without some interest to 
mention now that these grammarians do not seem to have conceived as much as the 
idea of Pinini's grammar ever having existed except in writing. For Kaiyyata, 
amongst others, refers to a written text of this grammar, even when there is no 
necessity whatever of making allusion to such a circumstance. We must infer, there- 
fore, that it was a matter of course to him to look upon Pa nini's rales as having been 


at all times written rules. Thus, in commenting on thewowel 3p of the pratyáhára 


AR, and in adverting to its last letter, he might have simply spoken ofa letter क्‌, 
ई 


~ 
but he speaks of a letter-sign कू “AA हि ककारेण चिन्हेन प्रत्याहारस्थो विवृतो निर्दिष्ट: ete "— 
And when Professor Müller, as we shall presently see, avails himself ofso latean 
authority as the Mimánsá-Várttikas of Kumirila to prove or to make plausible 
facts concerning the highest antiquity, I will quote, asa counterpart, another late. 
work which introduces to us the god Siva himself as recommending the writing and 
wearing of grammatical texts as a means for the attainment of boons and the 
prevention of evils, I need not add that I look upon neither work as a sufficient 
authority to settle the points of the present discussion, The passage alluded to 
occurs in the chapter of a mystical dialogue between Siva and his wife, called Jn4- 
nukd@udageshardhasya, where Siva, after having explained to Parvati the letters of 


the alphabet, concludes his instruction with the following words : एतद्वयाकरणं देवि 
लिखित्वा भूर्जपत्रके | गोरोचनाङुङ्ुमेन तथा शललचन्चुना। avd वा यदि वा वाहे! मस्तके 
वा वरानने । सवेव्याधिविनिमु क्तो दिनानां त्रितये भवेत्‌ । संतानार्थे पटेद्विद्वान्थारयित्वा समाहित: | 
aa लभते पुत्र बन्ध्यायां मम तुल्यकम्‌ | रणे राजकुले घोरे अपि व्याघ्रभयादिके । स्मरणादेव 


नश्यन्ति किमन्यत्कथयामि ते, ie, “ifa man writes this grammatical explanation ona 
birch-leaf, with a mixture of the yellow pigment Gorochaná and saffron, or if he has 
16 written by a seribe with the quill of a poreupine on his neck or his arm or his 
head, he becomes after three days free from all disease ; and if a wise man, 
wishing for progeny, reads and retains it attentively, he is sure to obtain a son, 
who will be like me, from his (previously) barren wife, If a battle (rages), or the 
royal family spreads terror, orif a tiger causes alarm, or on similar occasions, all 
danger vanishes in merely remembering (this grammatical explanation) What 
further shall I tell thee ?" ete, 

० History. etc., p. 246: “The ancient literature of India was continually 
learnt by heart; and even at the present day, when MSS. have become so common, 
some of its more sacred portions must still be acquired by the pupil from the mouth 
of a teacher, and not from MSS," 
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and the other the learning it [rom a written text rE put I hold that 
neither quotation proves anything against the practice of Be aed ane 
Veda at or before Panini’s time. Both passages I ap a 
be alleged to confirm the fact that the offence of writing ue a am 
had already been committed when these verses were composet ey 
betray, it is true, as we should expect, the apprehension of s MS 
lest oral teaching might become superfluous, and the services - the 
Brahmana caste be altogether dispensed with ; but they convey nothing 
else --not even the prohibition that the teacher or ee 
not have recourse to a written text of the Veda if he wanted to refresh 
his memory or to support his meditation, Nay, we may go further, and 
assert that by an authority certainly much older than Bont Me authors 
of this passage of the Mahabharata and the Mimánsá-V arttikas, all the 
first three castes were distinctly recommended to possess. Mee 
Vaidik texts. For,let us hear what the lawgiver Yajnavalkya says: 
* All the religious orders must certainly have the desire of knowing the 
Veda: therefore the first three classes — the twice-born —should see it, 
think on it, and hear it." But how could Yajnavalkye. order them to see 
the Veda, unless it could be obtained in writing ?°* And that Panini, too, 


" p.502: “In the Mahabharata, we read: ‘Those who sell the Vedas and 
even those who write them, those also who defile them, they shall go to hell.’ 
Kumárila says : ‘that knowledgé of the truth is worthless which has been acquired 
from the Veda, if the Veda has not been rightly comprehended, if it has been learnt 
from writing, or been received from a Sidra,’ ”—The passage of the Mahabharata 
quoted by Müller, occurs in the Anusásana p. verse 1645. I doubt, however, whether 
his rendering of वेदानां चेच दूषकाः “ those also who defile the Vedas," is quite 
correct. It seems to me that it means “those who corrupt the text of the Vedas,” 
and that ib is synonymous with the expression वेदविष्ठावकाः which oecurs in the 
second act of the Prabodha-chandrodaya (ed. Brockhaus, p. 20, 1. 14; ed, Cale. p. 
12a, 1. 5) The expression समयानां च दूषका : which precedes by a few verses 
(Anusásana p. v. 1639) i.e., * those who vitiate agreements" is analogous. There is, 
unhappily, no comment of Nilakantha on either of these passages. 


A passage from Yåjnavalkya, which shows that Manuscripts of the 


Vedas existed in his time, 


^ Yájnav. TIL 101: स ह्याश्रमेवि जिज्ञास्यः समस्तेरेवमेव तु । द्रश्‍व्यस्त्वथ HFAA: 
श्रोतव्यश्र द्विजातिभिः. Vijnaneswara, the modern commentator of Yajnavalkya, who, 
like Kumirila, is evidently not pleased with the recommendation of “seeing " the 
Veda, twists the construction of the latter passage into the following sense : “the 
twice-born should first hear (the expounding of) the Veda, then reflect on it and 
thus (by reflection) keep it present (to their mind).” In order to impart to the 
word “to see " the figurative sense, he reverses tho entire, and, it would seem, 
natural order of the injunction, which recommends the twice-born first to look into 
the Veda, then to reflect on it, and ultimately to ask the teacher to give his own 
explanation of it ; the latter becoming, of course, more eflectual, if the pupil is al- 
ready somewhat familiar with his subject.—This is the comment of the Mitdkshara : 


यस्माज्नित्यतय्रात्मप्रमाणभूतो वेदम्तस्मादसावुक्तमार्गण सकलाश्रमिभिनांनाप्रकारं जिज्ञासितव्यस्तमेव 
" शयति a भिर्द्रष्टव्या 5 
प्रकारं दशयति | द्विजातिभिद्रे्टव्या 5परोक्षीकतेव्यस्तत्रोपायं दर्शयति । श्रोतव्या मन्तव्य इति | 
"t . A A 
प्रथमतो वेदान्तश्रवणेन निशतव्यस्तदनन्तरं aN युक्तिमिवि चारयितव्यस्ततो ऽसौ ध्यानेनाप- 
रोक्तीभवति. ; 
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must have seen written Vaidik texts follows clearly, in my opinion, 
from two Sütras, in which he says: “(the augment à) is seen also in the 
Veda (viz, in other instances than those mentioned in a former rule," 
and (the ádesa an) is seen also in the Veda (viz., in other cases of asthi, 
dadhi, etc., than those’ mentioned previously). Tt ison this ground 
that—while disapproving the loose manner in which the Siddhánta- 
kaumudi imparts to the word grantha in Pinini’s Sütra, T. 3, 75, the mean- 
ing Veda,-- I cannot altogether reject the identity which is established 
by this commentary between the two words, though it would have 
been better, in a gloss on Panini, to have retained the distinction which 
he himself established for facilita ting a clearer understanding of those 
Sütras which refer to revealed books, and of others which speak of 
unrevealed ones.?' 

There is but one other question which can be raised in connection 
with the present inquiry: Was writing known before Panini ? 


WRITING WAS KNOWN BEFORE PANINI.—RISHI, A SEER OF 
VAIDIK HYMNS. 


One word, of frequent occurrence in the Vaidik hymns, or rather 
tbe sense which is imparted toit,may enable us, perhaps, to form an 
opinion on this difficult problem. I mean the word Rishi. Tt is explained 
by old and modern commentators as *a seer of hymns,” a saint to 
whom those Vaidik hymns referred to his authorship, were revealed by 
a divinity. Thus it is said in the Satapatha-Brahmana that the Rishi 
Vámadeva obtained seeing the Rigveda-hymn, IV. 26,1; or in the 
Aitareya-Bráhmana that the Rishi seeing the hymn IL. 41, 2, spoke 16.९8 
For reason which will appear from the statement I shall have to make on 
the chronological relation of these works to Panini, I cannot appeal to 
these Brálimanas as evidence ior the present purpose ; it is safer to quote 
Panini himself, who also speaks of hymns which are seen (IV. 2, 7), and 


* VI. 4, 78, and VII, 1. 76: छुन्दस्यपि इश्यते. 

" Compare note 27. Lalluded above to the analogy which exists between the 
contrasted words grantha-artha and kánda-padártha, After having shown that the 
Veda was a written book at Pánini's time, I may now quote a passage from the 


Parisishta of the Nirukta (I, 12): a4 सन्त्रा्थचिन्ताभ्यूहा ऽभ्यूढोऽपि a fasa cat 
ag पृथक्त्वेन मन्त्रा निवैक्तव्याः प्रकरणुश एव तु निर्वक्तव्याः, which is thus rendered by 
Mr. Muir, in his valuable work, “ Original Sanskrit Texts" (vol. TI., p: 188): “This 


reflective deduction of the sense of the hymns is ellected by the help of oral tradi- 
tion and reasoning, The hymns are not to be interpreted as isolated texts, but 


according to their context.” In this passage the words a तिताअपि aa: are equi- 
valent of ग्रन्थतोऽथैतश्च. : 

** Satap, XIV. 4, 2, 22: तद्धेतत्पश्यन्नुषिवामदेवः प्रतिपेदे । we मनुरभवं quia fa, - 17/0,. 
By, 9,1: तदेतदषि: पश्यन्नभ्यनूवाच नियुर्त्वा इन्द्रसारथिरिति. Compare also Müller's * An- 
cient History," p. 237 : WAR... e ...द्वितीयं मण्डलं हट्टा, ete. ; or Uvata on the first 
verse of the Rik-pratisakya (in the valuable edition of Mr. Regnier, “Journal Asia- 
tique, " tome VII. 1856, p. 181) ऋषयो HARUR: 9 or Nágojibhatta on Iånini, 1. 1, 1: 
यज्ञकाण्डद्रष्टा ऋषयः ; or the same on IV. 1, 79 : ऋषिशब्देनात्र HARER: etc. 
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who must therefore be supposed to record an impression current at, and 
very probably anterior to, his time. This probability, however, be- 
comes a certainty when we consider the distinct evidence 01 Yaska, 
who says that “ the Rishis see the hymns with all kinds of intentions,” 
and who makes mention of a predecessor of his, a son or descendant of 
Upamanyu, who defined the word “ Rishi as coming from seeing; for 
he saw the hymns.” °° i 

There were authorities, consequently, before Pánini's time, who 
maintained the doctrine that the hymus were revealed—not to the 
sense of hearing, but to the sense of sight. That the act of seeing may 
be applied metaphorically to the faculty of thinking or imagining, and 
the term seez to what is imagined or thought, is no matter of dispute. 
But when we read numerous hymns of the Rigveda which neither 
express a truth, nor depict nature or events of life, but which simply 
manifest the desire of a pious mind;—when we read, for instance, such 
sentences as, “may this oblation, Agni, be most acceptable to thee;” 
or “may afllictions fall upon him who does not propitiate the gods ;” 
or “we address our pious prayers to thee, Agni,” ete., what metaphori- 
cal meaning could connect such words with the notion of seeing? 

And we know, too, that it is not merely the general idea conveyed 
by a hymn, the ethical truth, or the picture of the elementary life, or 
the display of sacrificial rites, or the praise of the gods, or the 
imprecation against foes, which is looked to by the worshipper as 
having been revealed to a Rishi by a divinity,—but that the very words 
of the hymn, and the very order in which they stand, were deemed 
equally a gift from above. "The various methods devised by the learned 
to preserve the words in their integrity and to prevent their order 
from being disturbed, prove that they did not view these hymns in the 
light of mere revelations of truths, but in that of revelations of words 
and of sentences held sacred in the very order and form in which they 
appear. Nor does the fact that there were various Sákhás with various 
recensions of several hymns or passages of hymns, invalidate this 
argument; for each Sakha claimed its text as the original one, as the 
revealed text; and its belief was, therefore, based on the same ground 
which was common to all. 

If, then, such is the case, the word seer loses altogether the 
power of metaphorical expression; it then applies only to the material 
fact of seeing material words, such as the divinity holds before the 
seer's material eye. ‘The inference to be drawn from these premises is 
obvious. It seems to derive some corroboration from a collateral fact. 
The Vaidik writings from immemorial times being communicated by 
the teacher to his pupil orally, and the pupil being bound to receive 
them in this and in no other way, their name, as we find it at the time 
of the Bráhmanas and Kalpa-Sütras, is Sruti, “hearing,” or the sacred 
text received by the sense of hearing. Though Panini does not use 


" Nirukta, 7,9: एवमुच्यावचेरभिप्रायेक्रर पीणां मन्त्रदष्टयो भवन्ति ; and 2, 11 : ऋषिद- 

hay 
zima. l स्लोमान्ददर्शत्योपमन्यवः, Hence Rishi becomes a'synonyme of a Vaidik hymn. 
Compare Pánini,YV. 4, 96, or Sáyava on Rig-v. 1. 189, 8: ऋषिभिरतीन्द्रियार्थग्रकाशा- 


मनः 
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this term, we may fairly admit, on account of his using the word 
Srotriya,’® that he was acquainted with it, and that the same mode of 
studying the Vedas was already usualin his time, Now the contrast 
is marked between “seeing” the Veda and “hearing” it. In metaphori- 
cal language both terms would be equivalent ; they would express com- 
prehension of the revealed truth. But there is no metaphor in the 
term “Sruti”, “Hearing” the Veda rests on a material fact. Why 
should “seeing” the hymns be considered to rest on a less solid 
ground ?"! 

To extend this view from Yáska and the predecessors he 
quotes, to the authors of the hymns themselves, would, no doubt, 
be very hazardous. For even on the Supposition that the etymology 
proposed by .the son of Upamanyu is correct,'* no proof exists that 
Rishi is conceived in the hymns as implying the seer of words or senten- 
ces. He may be there the real representative of the Roeh who sees the 
general idea of his prayer or praise, but fashions it with his own-- 
uninspired--words. There are, we may add in proof of this assertion, 
various instances in the poetry of the Rigveda, where the poet is spoken 
of as having “composed” (literally fabricated or generated), not as 
having “seen,” a hymn; and they belong undoubtedly to real antiquity, 


? II. 1, 65, and V. 2, 84. Compare also the Ganas to V, 1, 120, 133, श्रत in the 
Gana to V. 2, 88, and aie in the Gana to IV. 2, 138. 


On the title Rishi. 


™ The title of Rishi was, at a later period, given to renowned authors, though 
they were not considered as inspired by a divinity, The Kalpa works, for instance, 
are admitted on all hands to be human and uninspired compositions ; yet Kumárila 
: À 9 ~ (> कल्‌ t. 
writes in one of his Várttikas (T. 3, 10): न तावदनुषिः कश्रित्सयते ल्पसूत्रकृत्‌ | कतृत्व 
e ~ ° E 
यदृपीणां g तत्सवं मन्त्रकृत्समम्‌... ......९॥१ again: आपयवचन AARI गम्यते | 
VERN ९ : à 3 
आपयत्वप्रसिद्धश्व कल्पसूत्रेष्ववस्थिता ।... ... ...०॥त ग्राचायवचनानां च प्रामाण्यं श्रूयते श्र्‌ तो 
agai च प्रणेतार AAA ऋषयो मताः, ie, “No mention oecars of an author of a 
Kalpa work who was not a Rishi ; but all that Rishis compose is like that which the 
authors of Mantras compose......... The word drsheya is a synonym of eternal, and 
the quality of drsheya is vested in the Kalpa-Sütras...... ; moreover, the Veda says 
that the words of Acharyas have authority, and the Acharyas who. have composed the 
Vedángas are deemed Rishis,” And though these words of his make part of a 
Pürvapaksha, and the proposition that the Kalpa works have the same claim to 
divine origin as the Mantras, is refated by him in the Siddhanta, | his refatation 
merely concerns this latter part of the discussion, but does not invalidate the title 
of Rishi given by him to the authors of the Kalpas. For, as he said on a previous 
occasion : न हात्यन्तानृतं वक्त शक्यते पूर्वेपक्षिणा, ‘the propounder even qf a Pürvapaksha 
should not say that which is too much a6 variance with trath (if his Pürvapaksha is 
to be worthy of being part ofa discussion),’ ‘The title Rishi had, therefore, already 
lost its primitive worth in the days of Kumárila, and had undergone the same fate 
which is common to titles in general. i 3 
7 Thatin श्‌, theq may be a prefix, is countenanced by the following analogies : 


zg (=रध) and ऋध्‌, फ़ and ऋफ द (Q) and ऋ (ऋणोति), a (respected) 
^ N ^ 9 


wi tobe glad) and 
and ऋत (respected), दद्‌ and We (whence AET) Ra (to be glad) an ड्वः दृश 


and अश. 
BEN 
T 
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as they show greater common sense. Thus it is said in the Rigveda 
(I. 171, 2) “ this praise accompanied with offerings, Maruts is made (lit, 
fabricated) for you by the heart;” or (VI. 16, 47): we offer to thee, 
Agni, the clarified butter in the shape of a hymn made (lit. fabricated) 
by the heart:” or (I. 109, 1, 2) : “......my clear understanding has been 
given to me by no one else than by you, Indra, and Agni; with it I, 
have made (lit. fabricated) to you this hymn, the product of intelligence 
which intimates my desire for sustenance. For I have heard that you 
are more munificent givers than an unworthy bridegroom or the brother 
of a bride; therefore, in offering you the Soma, I produce (lit. generate) 
for you a new hymn ;" or (VII. 7, 6): "these men who have cleverly 
made (lit. fabricated) the hymn, have inereased the prosperity of all 
(living beings) with food.""? And when the poet says in a Válakhilya 
hymn: “Indra and Varuna, I have seen through devotion that which, 
after it was heard in the beginning, you gave to the poets— wisdom, 
understanding of speech ;" seeing is obviously used by him in none buta 
metaphorical sense.” ê 


= Compare, for other instances, Muir's“ Original Sanskrit Texts,” vol. II. p. 208, 
note 163, and p, 220. 

“ Compare ibid. p.220: इन्द्रवरुणा यदपिभ्यो मनीपां वाचा मति' A तमदत्तमग्रे ।,.. ... 
तपसाभ्य्रपश्यस्‌, In the same sense Yáska says (I. 20): साचात्कृतधर्माण कषयो Ud: 
‘the Rishis had an intuitive insight into duty’ (Muir, vol. IT. p. 174) ; and Sáyana, e.g, 
in his gloss on Rigv. 1. 102, 7 : ऋषयाउतीन्द्रियद्रष्टार:, or on IV. 86, 6 : ऋषिरतीन्द्रि य- 
ज्ञानी. 
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PROFESSOR MULLER HOLDS THAT THERE ARE FOUR DISTINCT PERIODS 
OF ANCIENT SANSKRIT LITERATURE,—THE CHHANDAS, MANTRA, 
BRAHMANA AND SUTRA PERIODS. HIS DISTRIBUTION OF 
THE ANCIENT LITERATURE OVER THESE PERIODS. 


REFUTATION OF HIS VIEWS AND OF HIS DISTRIBUTION 
OF THE ANCIENT LITERATURE. 


There arein the Vaidik age, says Professor Müller (p. 70), * four dis- 
tinct periods which can be established with sufficient evidence. They 
may be called the Chhandas period, Mantra period, Bráhmana period, 
and Siitra period, according to the general form of the literary produc- 
tions which give to each of them its peculiar historical character." In 
the continuation of his work he then defines the Chhandas period as 
embracing the earliest hymns of the Rigveda, such as he conceives 
them to be according to the instances he has selected from the bulk of 
this Veda (p.525 /f.). The Mantra period is, in his opinion, represented 
by the remaining part of the Rigveda (p. 456 ff); and the Brahmana 
period by the Sima-veda-samhita, “or the prayer book of the Udgatri 
priests,” which is entirely collected from the Rigveda,'5 the Samhitás 
of the Yajurveda (p. 457), the Bráhmana portion of the Vedas, properly 
so called, and “ on the frontier between the Bráhmana and Sûtra litera- 
ture,” the oldest theological treatises or Aranyakas and Upanishads 
(p. 313 ff.) Lastly, the Sütra period contains, according to him (p. 71 ff.), 
the Vaidik words written in the Sütra style, viz., the six Vedángas or 
the works on *Sikshá (pronunciation), Chhandas (meter), Vyákarana 
(grammar), Nirukta (explanation of words), Jyotisha (astronomy), 
and Kalpa (ceremonial) " (p. 113 [f.). 

Anauthor has, in general, the right of choosing his terms; nor 
should I consider it necessary to add a remark on the names by 
which Müller designates these four periods of his Ancient History, 
were it not to obviate a misunderstanding which he has not 
guarded against, though it may be of consequence todo so. Two 
terms which have served him for the marking of two periods of 
the ancient literature, viz., Sitra and Brahmana, have been used by 
him nearly in the same sense in which they occur in the ancient 
writers; and if he embraces more works under these&heads than those 
writers would have comprised, it may be fairly admitted that no 
misconception will result from this enlargement of the original ac- 
ceptation of the words Sütra and Bráhmana. But if he designates 
the two first epochs by the names of Chhandas and Mantra, with 


™ Professor Benfey has pointed out, in his valuable edition of this Veda, the few 
verses, which cannot be found in the Rigveda (Pref. p. xix.) This redundance, which 
is apparently at variance with the general doctrine of the Hindu commentators, that 
the Siimayeda is extracted from the Rigveda, proves, in reality, that there must have 
been, at one time, another recension of the Rigveda than that which we possess now; 
a fact clearly proved also by Müller's “Ancient History, 
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the explieit remark that he has made this division of four periods 
“according to the general [orm of the literary productions which give 
to each of them its peculiar historical character” (p. 70), it may be 
inferred that, as in the case of Sütra and Bráhmana, he has chosen 
those names in conformity with the bearing they have in the ancient 
literature itself ; that the Hindus, when using the words Chhandas 
aud Mantra, meant by them the older and the more recent hymns of 
‘the Rigveda. Such, however, is not the case. 


MEANING OF THE WORD MANTRA. 


Mantra means, as Colebrooke has already defined the word—in 
conformity with the Mimánsà writers—“a prayer, invocation, or decla- 
ration. It is expressed in the first person or is addressed in the 
- second; it declares the purpose of a pious act, or lauds or invokes 
the object; it asks a question or returns an answer; directs, inquires, 
or deliberates; blesses or imprecates ; exults or laments; counts or 
narrates,” etc. “Mantras are distinguished under three designations. 
Those which are in metre are termed rich, those chanted are sdman, 
and the rest are yajus, sacrificial prayers in prose,” etc.’® 


MEANING OF THE WORD CHHANDAS. USE OF BOTH THESE 
WORDS IN THE SUTRAS OF PANINI. 


The first meaning of Chhandas, in the ancient writers, is metre; 
the second is verse in general, and in this sense it is contrasted with 
the prosaic passages of the Yajurveda. Thus the Purushasükta of 
the Rigveda—the late origin of which hymn is proved by its con- 
tents—says: '' “From this sacrifice which was offered to the universal 


२० « Transactions of the Royal Asiatic Society,” I. p. 448, 449.— Compare also 
Jaiminfya-nyáyamálá: vistára, I. 4, 1 (purvapaksha): तथा ATA | उत्तसातन्त्रणास्य- 
न्तत्वान्तरूपाद्यभावतः | मन्त्रप्रसिद्धयभावाच्च मन्त्रतेषां न युज्यत इति । aad जुष्टं निर्व- 
पामीत्युत्तमपुरुष: | ग्रग्ने यशस्त्रिन्यशसे समपैयेत्यामन्त्रणम्‌ | उर्वी चासि वस्त्री चासीत्यस्यन्तरूपम्‌ । 
इषे aw त्वेति त्वान्तरूपम्‌ | श्रादिशब्देनाशी देवताप्रतिपादनादयः ०८८.--11 1,7: तच्च 
समाख्यानमनुष्टानस्मारकादीनां मन्त्रत्वं गमयति | र्‌ प्रथस्वेत्यादयो ऽनुष्टानस्मारकाः । ग्रश्निमीले 

पुरोहित ` त्वे [नः A 
हेतमित्यादयः स्तुतिरूपाः | इष स्वेत्यादयस्त्वान्ताः । wa आ ग्राहि वीतय इत्यादय ग्रामन्त्रणा- 

FO ^ $ 

: दसझीन्विह B B d tz ये 
पेता । ग्रशीदभीन्विहरेत्याद्यः प्र परूपाः । cm स्विदासीदुपरिस्विदासीदित्यादयो विचाररूपाः । 
अस्त्रे अस्बिके आबालिके न मा नयति कश्चनेत्यादयः परिदेवनरूपाः | पृच्छामि त्वा परमन्तं प्रथिव्या 

` 2 Los 

इत्यादयः प्रश्नरूपाः । वेदिमाहुः परमन्तं पृथिव्या इत्यादय उत्तररूपाः | एवमन्यदप्युदाहायंम्‌ 
ete,—11. 1, 10-12 : पादवब्धेनार्थबन्धेन चोपेता व्रृत्तबद्धा मन्त्रा ऋचः । गीतिरूपा मन्त्राः सामानि । 
वृत्तिगीतिवजि तत्वेन पूशिष्टपठिता मन्त्रा यजूंपीत्युक्त न क्वापि संकरः--11. 1, 13 : adr 
मन्त्राणां त्रैविध्यं सुस्थितम: i: 

" Rigveda (X. 90, 9): तस्पाद्यज्ञात्सवेहुत ऋचः सामानि जज्ञिरे | छन्दांसि जज्ञिरे 
तस्माद्यज्ुम्तस्मादजायत. Siyana, it is true, renders छन्दांसि with गायन्र्यादीनि, when the 
word would simply mean “ metre ; but it does not seem bur: era- 
tion of the three Vedas should be interrupted by a word po unies "ता. 

, 


on the other hand the word Yajns alone might have left a doubt as to whother tho 
metrical contents of this Veda are included in it or not. 
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spirit sprang the Richas (Rig-verses), the Simans (Simaveda-verses), 
the metrical passages (Chhandas) and the Yajus;" which latter words 
seem to be referable only to the two charaeteristic portions of the 
Yajurveda, since Yajus in general designates its prosaic part. In a 
verse of the Atharvaveda it is contrasted, in a similar manner, with 
the Yajurveda, and seems to imply there the verses of the Atharva- 
veda: “From the remainder of the sacrifice sprang the Richas, 
Samanas, the verses (Chhandas), the old legendary lore, together with 
the Yajus.""* In the Sütras of Panini the word Chhandas occurs, in 
rules which concern Vaidik words, one hundred and ten times, and its 
sense extends over two hundred and thirty-three Sütras; in rules of 
this category it means Veda in general, comprising thus the Mantra- 
as wellas the Bráhmana-portion of the Veda. Whenexer, therefore, 
such a general rule concerning a Vaidik word is restricted or modified 
in the Mantra portion, Chhandas then becomes contrasted with Mantra, 
and thus assumes the sense of Brahmana; or whenever such a general 
rule is restricted or modified in the Brahmana portion, Chhandas then 
becomes contrasted with Bráhmana, and therefore assumes the sense 
of Mantra.” ? 

From no passage, however, in the ancient literature, can we infer 
that Mantra conveyed or implied the idea of a later portion, and 
Chhandas that of an earlier portion of the Rigveda hymns. 


> Atharv. XL 7, 21: ऋचः सामानि च्छन्दांसि पुराणं यजुपा सह । उच्छिष्टाज्जज्ञिरे 
ete.—In this sentence Chhandas is separated from the word Yajus by the word 
Purá'?a, which here probably implies the legends of the Brahmanas. 

? Thus itisused by Panini in the general sense of Veda: I. 2, 61; 4, 9, 20. 81 ; 1I. 
3,3; 4, 28.39. 73, 76; III. 1, 42. 50. 59. 84, 123; 2, 63. 88. 105. 137. 170; 3, 129; 4, 6, 
88. 117; 1V. 1, 29. 46. 59; 3, 19. 150; 4, 106, 110, etc. It is contrasted with Mantra, 
for instance, 1. 2, 36 (comp. 34. 35, 37) ; II. 2, 73. (comp. 71. 72) ; with Brahmana, for 
instance, IV. 2, 66; IV. 3, 106 (comp. 105).—The meaning “desire” of the word 
chhandas has not been mentioned above, as being irrelevant for the present purpose; 
nor was ib necessary to give passages from Panini where the word has the general 
sense “metre,” such as ILL. 3, 34, ctc., oras base becomes the subject of rules respecting 
its derivatives.—Professor Weber ha verted in his * Indische Studien " (vol. i. p.29 
note) to the manner in which Pininishas used cliandas; he defines it, however, as 
meaning first, “desire ;" then *a prayer of desire, prayer, mantia, contrasted with 
bráhma 94, IV. 2, 60; then in a more extended sense, even bralhma rtm; 111. 2, 73" 
[or shall this mean, asks he, brálunananirüsártham ? Certainly not, for the word is 
contrasted in 111. 2, 73 with the word mantru of 111, 2, 71 (72), and implies therefore 
in this Stra the sense bráluna:0]; and then “in the widest sense, generally, veda, as 
contrasted with loke, bháshauyám and its slokas (IV. 3, 1024)." [The latter instance is 
not happy since, it belongs to a Varttika of the Ká3iká, and since thereare more than 
a hundred Sütras of Panini which might have been referred to for the corroboration of 
the sense Veda]. Lastly he says, 16 means “metre.” - But tbis reversal of the meanings 
of chhandas is not only objectionable etymologically; it prevents our understanding 
how chhandas could mean both a poetical and a prosaic passage of the Vedas. Hence, 
the incidental question of Weber and his conjecture,—which could not have arisen if 
he had started from the general sense Veda, which if contrasted (but only then) with 
niantro, would imply the sense Brahmana, and vice versá. Jt seems, moreover, that 
the sense “ desire” marks the last stage of its development ; in short, that chhandas 
means: 1. metre; 2.a verse; 3a.a verse as prayer; b. Veda in general, which may 
become modified to Mantra or Bráhmana ; 4. desire. 
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54 MULLER'S HISTORI CAL DIVISIONS. 


PROFESSOR MULLER ASSIGNS DATES TO HIS FOUR PERIODS 
OF ANCIENT SANSKRIT LITERATURE. HIS OLDEST 
DATE IS 1200 B.C. 


Some very questionable points in the detail of this distribution 

of the Vaidik literature will be noticed by me hereafter as touching 
the ground on which I have raised this inquiry into the chronological 
result of professor Miiller’s work. There is, however, one general 
question which must be dealt with previously. if Müller had contented 
himself with simply arranging his subject-matter as he has done, we 
could readily assent to the logical or esthetical point of view which, 
we might have inferred, had guided him in planning his work. But he 
does not allow us to take this view, when he assigns dates to these 
periods severally. The * Ohhandas period," hesays, comprises the space 
of time from 1200 to 1000 B.C. (p. 572), the “ Mantra period ” from 1000 
to 800 B.C. (pp. 497, 572), the Bráhmana: period " from 800 to 600 B.C. 
(p. 435), and the “Stitra period” from 600 to 200 B.O. (pp. 249, 313). In 
other words, his arrangement is meant to be an historical one. He does 
not classify ancient Sanskrit literature into a scientific, a ritual, a 

theological, and poetical literature, each of which might have had 

its coeval representatives, but he implies by these dates that when the 

poetical epoch, his Chhandas-and Mantra-epoch, had terminated its 

verses, the theological time, that of the Brahmanas and Upanishads etc., 

set to work; and when this had done with theology, the ritual and 

scientific period displayed its activity, until it paused about 200 p.c. I 

need scarcely observe that such an assumption is highly improbable, 

unless we suppose that India whicb, from the time of Herodotus, has 

always enjoyed the privilege of being deemed the land of supernatural 

facts, has also in this matter set at defiance the ordinary law of human 

development. But this doubt seems to derive some support from 

Müller's own arguments, In the course of his researches he has con- 

firmed the general opinion, that aStitra work presupposes, of necessity, 

the existence of a Bráhmana, and that a Bráhmana cannot be conceived 

without a collection of hymns, the Samhita. Thus the ritual Sütras 

of A$walàyana would have been impossible unless a Brihmana 

of the Rigveda—tor instance, the Aitareya-Bráhmana,—had been known 

tohim; forhe founds his precepts onit; and such a Bráhmana, in 

quoting the hymns of the Rigveda, implies, as a matter of course, a 

previous collection of hymns, a Rigveda itself. Yet, though this argu- 

ment is unexceptionable, and may be used, perhaps— not without objec- 

tions of some weight—so as to presuppose in A$waláyana a knowledge of, 

and therefore as prior to him, a Sámaveda and a Taittiriya Samhita— 

where is the logical necessity that the "Vájasaneyi-Samhitá and the 

Satapatha-Brahmana (belonging to M(ller's third period, 800—600 33.0.) 

- existed before Aswaláyana who lived, according to him, between 000 and 
200 before Christ ? His Sütras would be perfectly intelligible if neither 

of the twolast-named works had been composed at all. And,again, where 

is the logical necessity that the Upanishads should have been written 

before the authors of the Kalpa Sütras, the Grammar, etc., since all these 

works are quite independent in spiritand in substance from the theo- 
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sophy of Upanishads or Aranyakas. On what ground does Professor 
Müller separate Pánini from these latter writings by at least 250 years, 
when there is no trace of any description in this Sütras, either 
that he knew this kind of literature or that his grammar would not have 
been exactly the same as it ig now if he had lived much before the time 
of these theological works ? 1 shall recur to this latter question; but 
I cannot conclude the expression of my misgivings as to this historical 
They aro AGE re AERA the be nie of these dates in general. 

a N 2 aS Müller himself repeatedly admits, on any basis 
whatever" Neither is their a single reason to account for his allot- 
ting 200 years to the three first of his periods, nor for his doubling this 
amount of time in the case of the Sütra period. He records, it is true, his 
personal impression alone in speaking of 1200, 1000 years, and so on ; but 
the expediency of giving vent to feelings which deal with hundreds and 
thousands of years, as if such abstract calculations were suitable to the 
conditions of human life, appears very doubtful, if we consider that 
there are many who willnot read his learned work with the Special 
interest and criticism which it inspires in a Sanskrit philologer, but will 
attach a much higher import to his feelings than he himself does. One 
omission, moreover, I cannot leave unnoticed in these general dates, 
since it hasa bearing, not merely on the intervals of his periods, but on 
their starting points. 


BUT A QUOTATION, BY COLEBROOKE, FROM THE JYOTISHA, 
PROVES THAT AN ARRANGEMENT OF VAIDIK HYMNS 
WAS COMPLETED IN THE 14TH CENTURY B.C. 
Colebrooke, in his essay on the Vedas, speaks of the Jyotisha, the 


ancient Vaidik calendar; and after;having quoted a “ remarkable” 
passage of this Vedánga, in which the then place of the colours is stated, 


89 “ Ancient Sanskrit Literature," p. 244 : “Tt will readily be'seen, how entirely 
hypothetical all these arguments are...... As an experiment, therefore, though as no 
more than an experiment, we propose to fix the years 600 and 200 B. C. as the limits 
of that age during which the Brahmanic literature was carried on in the strange 
style of Sütras," p.435: “ Considering, therefore, that the Bráhmana period must 
comprehend the first establishment of the threefold ceremonial, the composition 
of separate Brihmanas, the formation of Brahmana-charanas and the schism between 
old and new Charanas, and their various collections, it would seem impossible to 
bring the whole within a shorter space than 200 years. Of course this is merely 
conjectural, but it would require a greater stretch of imagination to Account for 
the production in a smaller number of years of that mass of Bráhmanie literature 
which still exists, or is known to have existed." P, 497: “ I therefore fix the pro- 
bable chronological limits of the mantra period between 800 and 1000. B.C." [Where 
is the least probability of this date ?] P. 572: “ The chronological limits assigned 
to the Siitra and Brühmana periods will seem tomost Sanskrit scholars too narrow 
rather than too wide, and if we assign but 200 years to the Mantra period, from 
800 to 1000 B.C., and an equal number to the Chhandas period, from 1000 to 1200 B.C., 
we can do so only under the supposition that during the early periods of history the 
growth of the human mind was more luxuriant than in later times, and that the 
layers of thought were formed less slowly in the primary than in the tertiary ages 
of the world."—But is 1200 B.C. a primary age of the world, except in biblical 


geology ? 
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PROFESSOR MULLER ASSIGNS DATES TO HIS FOUR PERIODS 
OF ANCIENT SANSKRIT LITERATURE. HIS OLDEST 
DATE IS 1200 B.C. 


Some very questionable points in the detail of this distribution 
of the Vaidik literature will be noticed by me hereafter as touching 
the ground on which I have raised this inquiry into the chronological 
result of professor Miiller’s work. 'There is, however, one general 
question which must be dealt with previously. If Müller had contented 
himself with simply arranging his subject-matter as he has done, we 
could readily assent to the logical or esthetical point of view which, 
we might have inferred, had guided him in planning his work. But he 
does not allow us to take this view, when he assigns dates to these 
periods severally. The * ghhandas period,” he says, comprises the space 
of time from 1200 to 1000 D.C. (p. 572), the “ Mantra period ” from 1000 
to 800 B.C. (pp. 497, 572), the Bráhmana period " from 800 to 600 B.C. 
(p. 485), and the “ Sûtra period” from 600 to 200 B.O. (pp. 249, 313). In 
other words, his arrangement is meant to be an historical one. He does 
not classify ancient Sanskrit literature into a scientific, a ritual, 8 
theological, and poetical literature, each of whieh might have had 
its coeval representatives, but he implies by these dates that when the 
poetical epoch, his Chhandas-and Mantra-epoch, had terminated its 
verses, the theological time, that of the Brahmanas and Upanishads etc., 
set to work; and when this had done with theology, the ritual and 
scientific period displayed its activity, until it paused about 200 B.C. I 
need scarcely observe that such an assumption is highly improbable, 
unless we suppose that India which, from the time of Herodotus, has 
always enjoyed the privilege of being deemed the land of supernatural 
facts, has also in this matter set at defiance the ordinary law of human 
development. But this doubt seems to derive some support from 
Máüllers own arguments, In the course of his researches he has con- 
firmed the general opinion, that a Sûtra work presupposes, of necessity, 
the existence of a Bráhmana, and that a Bráhmana cannot be conceived 
without a collection of hymns, the Samhita. Thus the ritual Sütras 
of Á$walàyana would have been impossible unless a Brahmana 
of the Rigveda—for instance, the Aitareya-Bráhmana,—had been known 
to him; for he founds his precepts onit; and such a Bráhmanma, in 
quoting the hymns of the Rigveda, implies, as a matter of course, a 
previous collection of hymns, a Rigveda itself. Yet, though this argu- 
ment is unexceptionable, and may be used, perhaps— not without objec- 
A न 

rero mao Tal necessity p : ue a l'aittiriya Samhitá— 
१०00000011. Oo x A X ajasaneyi-Samhita and the 
: Jaen ging to Miller's third period, 800—600 B.O.) 

. existed before Aswaláyana who lived, according to him, between 600 and 
200 before Christ ? His Sfitras would be perfectly intelligible if neither 
of the two last-named works had been composed at all. And, again, where 
is the logical necessity that the Upanishads should have been Soden 
Tu pi a roce ache 
n substance from the theo- 
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sophy of Upanishads or Aranyakas. On what ground does Professor 
Müller separate Panini from these latter writings by at least 250 years, 
when there is no trace of any description in this Sütras, either 
that he knew this kind of literature or that his grammar would not have 
been exactly the same as it is now if he had lived much before the time 
of these theological works ? 1 shall recur to this latter question; but 
I cannot conclude the expression of my misgivings as to this historical 
division without questioning, too, the usefulness of these dates in general, 
They are not founded, as Miiller himself repeatedly admits, on any basis 
whatever? Neither is their a single reason to account for his allot- 
ting 200 years to the three first of his periods, nor for his doubling this 
amount of time in the case of the Sütra period. He records, it is true, his 
personal impression alone in speaking of 1200, 1000 years, and so on ; but 
the expediency of giving vent to feelings which deal with hundreds and 
thousands of years, as if such abstract calculations were suitable to the 
conditions of human life, appears very doubtful, if we consider that 
there are many who willnot read his learned work with the special 
interest and criticism which it inspires in a Sanskrit philologer, but will 
attach a much higher import to his feelings than he himself does. One 
omission, moreover, I cannot leave unnoticed in these general dates, 
since it hasa bearing, not merely on the intervals of his periods, but on 
their starting points. 


BUT A QUOTATION, BY COLEBROOKE, FROM THE JYOTISHA, 
PROVES THAT AN ARRANGEMENT OF VAIDIK HYMNS 
WAS COMPLETED IN THE 14TH CENTURY B.C. 
Colebrooke, in his essay on the Vedas, speaks of the Jyotisha, the 


ancient Vaidik calendar; and after;having quoted a “ remarkable” 
passage of this Vedánga, in which the then place of the colours is stated, 


89 “ Ancient Sanskrit Literature," p. 244 : “Tt will readily be'seen, how entirely 
hypothetical all these arguments are ..... As an experiment, therefore, though as no 
more than an experiment, we propose to fix the years 000 and 200 B. C. as the limits 
of that age during which the Brahmanic literature was carried on in the strange 
style of Sütras," p.435: “ Considering, therefore, that the Brahmana period must 
comprehend the first establishment of the threefold ceremonial, the composition 
of separate Brihmanas, the formation of Brahmana-charanas and the schism between 
old and new Charanas, and their various collections, it would seem impossible to 
bring the whole within a shorter space than 200 years. Of course this is merely 
conjectural, but it would require a greater stretch of imagination to Account for 
the production in a smaller number of years of that mass of Bráhmanie literature 
which still exists, or is known to have existed." P, 497: “1 therefore fix the pro- 
bable chronological limits of the mantra period between 800 and 1000 B.C.” [Where 
is the least probability of this date?] P.572:* The chronological limits assigned 
to the Sütra and Brühmana periods will seem tomost Sanskrit scholars too narrow 
rather than too wide, and if we assign but 200 years to the Mantra period, from 
800 to 1000 B.C., and an equal number to the Chhandas period, from 1000 to 1200 B.C., 
we can do so only under the supposition that during the early periods of history the 
growth of the human mind was more luxuriant than in later times, and that the 
layers of thought were formed less slowly in the primary than in the tertiary ages 
of the world."—But is 1200 B.C. a primary age of the world, except in biblical 


geology ? i 
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continues (M.E. vol. i. p. 109, or As. Res. viii. p. 493): * Hence it is elear 
that Dhanishtha and Asleshá are the constellations meant; and that 
when this Hindu calendar was regalated, the solstitial points were rec- 


koned to be at the beginning of the one, and in the middle of the other; - 


and such was the situation of those cardinal points, in the fourteenth 
century before the Christian era. I formerly (As. Res. vii. p. 283, or 
Essays, i.p. 201) had occasion to show from another passage of the 
Vedas, that the correspondence of seasons with months, as there stated, 
and as alsosuggested in the passage now quoted from the Jyotishá, 
agrees with such a situation of the cardinal points.” 

We have evidence, therefore, from this passage of the Jyotisha, that 
anarrangement of Vaidik hymns must have been completed in the four- 
teenth century before Christ; and as such an arrangement cannot 
have preceded the origin of the hymns comprised by it, we have evidence 
that these hymns do not belong toa more recent date. Noris there any 
ground for doubting the genuineness of this calendar, or for assuming that 
the Hindu astronomers, whenit was written, had knowledge enough to 
forgea combination, orif they had, that, in the habit of dealing with 
millions of years, they would have used this knowledge for the sake of 
forging an antiquity of a few hundred years. Yet the oldest hymns of 
the Rigveda are, according to Miiller’s opinion, not older than 1200 
before Christ. 

He has not only not invalidated the passage I have quoted, but 
he has not even made mention of it. Yeta scholar like Colebrooke, laid, 
as I have shown, great?stress on it: it is he who calls it “ remarkable ;” 
and scholars like Wilson and Lassen have based their conclusions on 
Colebrooke’s words.?! Should we, "therefore, be satisfied with the 
absolute silence of Mlüler on the statements and opinions of these 
distinguished scholars, or account for it by the words of his preface ?5? 


PROFESSOR WEBER'S SLUR ON COLEBROOKE'S ACCURACY. 


No one, indeed, to the best of my knowledge, has ever doubted 
the accuracy of Colehrooke’s calculation, but Professor Weber, who, 
in his “ Indische Studien,” vol. i. p. 85, thus expresses himself :—“ I avail 
myself of this opportunity to observe that before Colebrooke's astrono- 
mical calculation (M. E. i, p. 110, 201) has been examined once more 
astronomically, and found correct, I cannot make up my mind, to assign 
to the present Jyotih-cástras, the composition of which betrays—in 
language and style—a very recent period, any historical importance 
whatever for the fixing of the time when the Vedas were composed.” 
Thus it seems that Professor Weber would make up his mind to that 
effect if some one would comply with his desire, and confirm an result 
of Colebrooke's calculation. But, we must ask, on what ground rests 


* See Lassen's “Indische Alterthumskunde," I, p. 747. Wilson's CON 


to his Translation of the Rigveda, vol. T. p. xlviii. 
“2Page vi. : “ Believing, as I do, that literary controversy i i 
a y is more apt to impede 
than to advance the eause of truth, I have throughout carefully picem RoR it. 
Where it seemed necessary to controvert unfounded statements or hasty conelu- 
sions, I have endeavoured to do so by stating the true facts of the case, and the 
legitimate conclusions that may be drawn from these facts,” 2. 
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this desire, which, in other words, is nothing but a very off-hand slur 
aimed at Oolebrooke’s scholarship or accuracy? Is Colebrooke a third- 
rate writer, to deserve this supercilious treatment? Has he, in his 
editions or. translations of texts, taken such liberties as to forfeit our 
confidence? Has he falsified antiquity by substituting for its traditions 
his own foregone conclusions or ignorance ? Has he appropriated to him- 
self the labour of others, or meddled with subjects he did not thoroughly 
understand? His writings, one would think, prove that he is 
a type of accuracy and conscientiousness,--an author in whom even 
unguarded expressions are of the rarest kind, much more so errors or 
hasty conclusions drawn from erroneous facts. But Colebrooke was not 
only a distinguished Sanskritist, he was an excellent astronomer. Lassen 
calls him the profoundest judge in matters of Hindu astronomy; °° and 
he is looked upon as such by common consent. Yet, to invalidate the 
testimony of a scholar of his learning and character, Professor Weber, 
simply because a certain date does not suit his taste, and because his 
feelings, unsupported by any evidence, make him suppose that the 
Jyotisha “betrays in language and style a very recent period,” has 
nothing to say but that he “ will not make up his mind” to take that 
date for any good until somebody shall have examined that which 
Colebrooke had already examined, and, by referring to it, had relied 
upon as an established fact ! 
PROFESSOR WEBER'S SILENCE ON LASSEN'S RESEARCHES. 

It is but just to add, that three or seven years after he had admi- 
nistered this singular lesson to Colebrooke, Weber once more is haunted 
by the asterisms Dhanisthá and Aslesha, and once more rejects their 
evidence as to Hindu antiquity. This time, however, it is no longer 
the accuracy of Golebrooke’s statement which inspires his doubt—he 
passes it over in silence altogether—but the origin of the arrangement 
of the Hindu Nakshatras. "Since," he says, “the latter was not made 
by the Hindus themselves, but borrowed from the Chaldeans, it is _ 
obvious that no conclusion whatever can be drawn from it respecting 
Hindu antiquity."*5 But he does not mention that Lassen, whose opinion 
will have, I assume, as much claim to notice as his own, i had adduced 
weighty reasons for assigning the Hindu Nakshatras to Chinese origin ; 
and had likewise, referring to the Veda-calendar, observed :—“ As it 
is certain now that there existed in ancient times an intercourse, not 
thought of hitherto, between the Hindus and the Ohinese, and that, 
with the latter, the use of the siew ascends to a far higher antiquity, 
noobjection can be founded on the Chinese origin of the Nakshatras, 
against their having been used by the Hindus at a time E advert- 
ed to in their oldest astronomical observations on record. hese ob- 
servations belong to the fourteenth century B.C., and it results from them 
that the Hindus at that period dwelt in the northern part ofIndia." *? 

83 «Indische Alterth.” vol. I. p. 824: * Ueber die Fortschritte der Inder in der 
Astronomie in der ältesten Zeit drückt sieh der griindlichste Kenner des Gegenstandes 


(Colebrooke, a. a. O. IL. p. 447) auf folgende Weise aus, ete." न : 
** In an essay on “Die Verbindungen Indiens mit den Liindern im Westen,” 


written in April, 1853, and printediin the “ Indische Skizzen,” 1857, 


6 «Indische Skizzen,” p. 73, note. " 
s i‘ Indische Alterthumskunde,’ vol, I. p. 747, 
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58 WEBER'S DOUDTS. 
PROFESSOR WEBER AS A PERSONAL WITNESS OF THE PROGRESS 
OF THE ARYAS IN INDIA UP TO 1500 D.C. 


But, strange to remark, a year after having expressed T Mas 
doubt, Professor Weber records his poetical views On the n T lod 
of Hindu civilisation in the following manner : = Bion the ie u ae 
to the Sadanira, from the remotest point of the este! n te t 2 * k ie 
eastern border of India, there are twenty CE LT mut rec geo 
graphical miles, which had to be conquered (by the ae one a ie 
the other. Thuswe are able to claim, without any ut t 3er 3 र, 
1000 yearsasa minimum time for the period of ५2५ 8 ee 
to complete cultivation, and brahmanizing this immense eee ane ; 
and thus we are brought back to about 1500 B.C. as the time when the 
Indian Aryas still dwelt on the Babul, and after which they commenced 

xt mselves over India’ | 
4 ES with fantastical certainty he scruples about astronomi- 
cal facts, and presents fantastical facts with astronomical p au. E 
doubt whether this critical method will strengthen the faith of the gener- 
a] public in certain results of Sanskrit philology. 


PROFESSOR MULLER HOLDS THAT TIIE UNIFORM EMPLOYMENT 
OF THE ANUSHTUBH SLOKA MARKS A NEW PERIOD, VIZ., 
THE CLASSICAL PERIOD OF SANSKRIT LITERATURE. 


“Tf we succeed,” says Professor Müller (p. 215), * in fixing the 


relative age of any one of these Sütrakárvas, or writers of Siitras, ° 


we shall have fixed the age of aperiodof literature which forms a tran- 
sition between the Vedic and the classical literature of India.” his 
inference does not seem conclusive ; for neither can the age of one 
individual author be held sufficient to fix the extent of a period which, 
according to Müller's own views, may embrace, at least, 400 years, 
and probably more; norhas Müller shown that the older portions of 
the Mahábhárata and, perhaps, the Rámáyana, might not have co-exist- 
ed with some, at least, of the authors of his Sütra period. He says, 
itis true, in the commencement of his work (p. 68) :—“ Now it seems 
that the regular and continuous Anushtubh-sloka is a metre unknown 
during the Vedic age, and every work written in it may atonce be put 
down aspost-Vedic. Tt ig no valid objection that this epic Sloka occurs 
also in Vedic hymns, that Anushtubh verses are frequently quoted in 
the Bráhmanas, and that, in some of the Sütras, the Anushtubh-gloka 
oceurs intermixed with Trishtubhs, andis used for the purpose of re- 
capitulating what had been explained before in prose. For it is only 
the uniform employment of that metre which constitutes the charac- 
teristic mark of a new period of literature.” But this very important 
assertion, even with its last restriction, is left by him without any 


#7 ¢ Die nenern Forschungen über das alte Indien, E 
senschaftlichen Verein gehalten am 4, M 
zen," 1857, p, 14, 


Rin Vortrag, im berliner wis- 
ürz, 1854;" printed in the Indische Skiz- 
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proof. For, when he adds, in' a note (p. 69), * Tt is remarkable that in 
Panini also, the word Slokais always used in opposition to Vedic litera- 
ture (Pan. IV. 2, 66; IV. 3,102, v. 1 ; IV. 8, 107),” I must observe, in the 
first place, that in noneof these quotations does the word Sloka belong 
to Panini. The first of these instances, where Slolca occurs, cannot be 
traced to a higher antiquity than that of Patanjali; the second, which 
coincides with it, occurs in the commentary of the late Kasiké ona 
Várttika, the antiquity of which rests on the authority of this work ; 
and, in the last quoted rule, the word Sloka likewise belongs to no 
other authority than that of the same late commentary. But, in the 
second place, it seems to me that these very instances may be used to 
prove exactly the reverse of Müller's views. 
PROOF THAT THIS VIEW CANNOT BE ASSENTED TO. —TITTIRI 
AND CHARAKA WERE AUTHORS OF SLOKAS. 


I should quite admit the expediency of his observation if its object 
had been to lay down a criterion by which a class of works might become 
recognisable. here is, however, clearly, a vast difference between an 
external mark, conceruing the contents of certain writings, and the 
making of such a mark a basis for computing periods of literature. For, 
when Patanjali or the Kasika, in illustrating the rules IV. 2, 66, or IV. 
3, 102, says that a Vaidik composition of Tittiri is called Taittiriya, but 
that such a derivative would not apply to the Slokas composed by Tittiri ; 
they distinctly contrast the two kinds of composition, but they as dis- 
tinctly state that the same personage was the author of both. And the 
same author, of course, cannot belong to two different periods of litera- 
ture, separated, as Müller suggests, from one another by at least several 
centuries. The same remark applies to the instance by which the Ká- 
sik& exemplifies the import of the rule IV. 3, 107 ; it contrasts here the 
Vaidik work with the Slokas of the same author, Charaka. 


KATYAYANA COMPOSED SLOKAS, CALLED BHRAJA. 


KATYAYANA’S KARMAPRADIPA IS WRITTEN IN SLOEAS,—VYADI 
WROTE A WORK, SANGRAHA, IN 100,000 SLOKAS.—ALL THESE 
AUTHORS WOULD BELONG TO PROFESSOR MULLER'S 

VAIDIK PERIOD. bi 


But I will give some other instances, which, in my opinion, corro- 
borate the doubt Ihave expressed as to the chronological bearing of 
this word. Kátyáyana, who is assigned by Müller to the Sütra period, 
and rightly so, so far as the character of some of his works is concerned, 
is the author of Slokas which are called 8116१6 “the Splendid.” This 


** The quotations of Müller's note to his p, 69 are LY. I, 66, instead of LY. 2, 66, 
and IV. 3, 103, 1, instead of IV, 3, 102, v. I; butas the word sloka neither occurs in the 
Sutra, nor in the Varttika nor in the commentaries on the former quotations, I was 
probably right inassuming that they were errors of the press, and in substituting 
for them the figures given, which are the nearest approach to them. There is in- 
deed one'Sütra of Pánini where sloka and mantra aro mentioned together, viz. the 
Sütra III, 2, 22, but lam not aware that any conclusion similar to that mentioned 
above could be drawn from it. 
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fact is drawn from Patanjali's commentary on Panini and Kalyyata's 
gloss on Patanjali (p. 23 and 94 of Dr. Ballantyne's ह ps UR) 
Now, the word Sloka, if used in reference to whole works, always implies 
theAnushtubh-sloka : thus Müller himself properly oe the laws of 
Manu, Yajnavalkya, and Parásara, "Sloka-works ? (p. 86). It would seem, 
therefore, that the Bhraja-slokas of Kátyüáyana were such E work in 
continuous Anushtubhs. A second instance is the Karmapradipa, which 
is a work of the same Kátyáyana, and is mentioned as such by Müller 
himself (p. 235) on the authority of Shadgurasishya ; it is written in the 
“regular and continuous Anushtubh-sloka,” as every one may ascertain 
from the existing MS. copies of this work. Vyddi, or Vyáli, who is an 
earlier authority than Kátyáyana (see Míller's History, p. 241), compo- 
sed a work called Sangraha, or “ Compendium " in one hundred thousand 
Slokas ; and there can be little doubt that this information, which is 
given by Nagojibhatta, applies to a work in the continuous Anushtubh 
verse. And this very Vyádi, I may here state, will hereafter become 
of peculiar interest to us on account of his near relationship to Panini. 
It is evident, therefore, that the “ uniform employment of that metre” 
is not a criterion necessitating the relegation of a work written in it 
to a period more recent than 200 before Christ. 


PROFESSOR MULLER ASSIGNS TO KATYAYANA THE DATE 
350 B.C., AND CONSIDERS PANINI TO BE HIS 
CONTEMPORARY. 


The “ writer of a Sitra” which, in Müller's opinion, may help us to 
fix the whole period of the Sütra literature, is IKATYAYANA ; and if I do 
not mistake his meaning, PANINI too. For Miiller arrives at the conclu- 
sion that Kátyáyana lived about 350 B.C., and, if I am right, that Panini 
was his contemporary.°! The reason for assigning this date to Kâtyâyana 


© Patanjali (p. 23) : क्व पुनरिदं पठितम्‌ । AST नाम छोकाः —Kaiyyata (p. 24): 
क्ात्यांयनॉंपनिबद्धभ्राजाख्यःटोकमध्यपठितस्य स्वस्य श्रूतिरनुग्राहिकास्ति । एकः शब्दः सुज्ञातः 
सुपयुक्तः स्वगं लोके कामधुग्भवतीति.- Nágojibhatta (p. 23) :श्राजा नाम कात्यायनपणीताः 
शोका इत्याहुः 2 


© Patanjali (ed. Ballantyne, p. 43) : संग्रह एतत्पाधान्येन परीक्षितम्‌. —Kaiyyata : 
` T A ia i 
संग्रह इति । प्रन्थविशेषे.-\॥४०/।७॥१।१२ : संग्रहो व्याडिकृतो लक्षछोकसंख्ये। ग्रन्थ इति 
qiafg: .--This remark concerns the use which is made of the word Sloka in refer- 
ence to whole, especially extensive, works. Single verses not of the Anushtubh 
class, are sometimes also called Slokas ; thus Kaiyyata calls so the Arya verse of 
the Káriká to II. 4, 85, or IV. 4, 0, ete.,or the Dodhaka verses of the Kárikás to VI, 
TY 35H H 2 

4, 12, or VIII, 2 108 ; and Nágojibhátta gives the name of Sloka to the Indravajra 
and Upendravajra of the Karika to I. 1, 88 ; but I know of no instance in which a 
whole work written in such verses is simply spoken of as having been written in 
9101898, 


A T regret that I am not able to refer with greater certainty to Müller's views 
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is contained in the following passage of the “Ancient Sanskrit Liter- 
ature :?-- Let us consider," says Müller, after having established the 
identity of Katyayana aud Kátyáyana Vararuchi (p. 240 ff), “the informa- 
tion which we receive about Kátyáyana Vararuchi from Brahmanic 
sources. Somadevabhatta of Kashmir collected the popular stories 
current in his time, and published them towards the beginning of the 
twelfth century under the title of Katha-saritsigara, the Ocean of the 
Rivers of Stories. Here we read thatKátyáyana Vararuchi, being cursed 
by the wife of Siva, was born at Kausambi, the capital of Vatsa. He 
was a boy of great talent, and extraordinary powers of memory. 
He was able to repeat to his mother an entire play, after hearing it 
once at the theatre; and before he was even initiated he was able to 
repeat the Pratisikhya which he had heard from Vyáli. He was 
afterwards the pupil of Varsha, became proficient in all sacred 
knowledge, and actually defeated Panini in a grammatical controversy. 
By the interference of Siva, however, the final victory fell to Panini. 
Katyayana had to appease the anger of Siva, became himself a stu- 
dent of Panini’s Grammar, and completed and corrected it. He after- 


on their contemporaneousness, In page 138 he writes: “ Kátyáyana, the contem- 
porary and critic of Panini,” p.245 : ‘Now, if Panini lived in the middle of the fourth 
century B.C., ete.” [this is the date which Müller assigns to Kátyáyana]; p. 303: 

“the old Kátyáyana Vararuchi, the contemporary of Panini ;" but a6 p. 184 he says : 
"at the time of Katyayana, if not at the time of Pánini "—which clearly implies 
that he here considers Panini’s time as prior to Kátyáyana's, since Kátyáyana 

wrote a critical work on Panini, the Varttikas; and on p. 44, 45 he observes: 

“If then, Asvalayana ean be shown to have been a centemporary, or at least an 

immediate successor of Pàánini,etc.;' but p. 239: “we should have to admit at 

least five generations of teachers and pupils: first, Saunaka; after him, Asvala- 

yana, in whose favour Saunaka is said to have destroyed one of his works; thirdly, 

Katyayana, who studied the works both of Saunaka and Asvalyána; fourthly, Patan- 

jali, who wrote a commentary on one of Kátyáyana's works; and lastly, Vyasa, who 

commented on a work of Patanjali. It does not follow that Kátyáyana was a 

pupil of Asvalayana, or that Patanjali lived immediately after Kátyáyana, but the 

smallest interval which we can admit between every two of these names is that 

between teacher and pupil, an interval as large as that between father and son, 

or rather larger,” Now, if according to the first alternative of p. 45, ASwaláyana 

was a contemporary of Panini, the latter becomes a doubtful contemporary of 

Kátyüyana, according to the quotation from p. 239; and if, according to the other 

alternative of p. 45, Âswalâyana was a successor of Panini, there is, according to 

p. 239, still a greater probability that Panini and Katydyana were not contem- 

poraries. Again, at p. 230, he says: “from all these indications we should 

naturally be led to expect that the relation between Saunaka and Katyayana was 

very intimate, that both belonged to the same Sakha, and that Saunaka as anterior 

to Kátyáyana.' But if Aswaliyana is an immediate. successor of Panini’ (p. 45), 

and an immediate suecessor of Saunaka (p. 239), Panini and Saunaka must be 

contemporaries; and if Saunaka is anterior to Kátyáyana (p. 230, and comp. p. 

212), Panini, too, must have preceded Kátyáyana. Acting, therefore, on the rule of 

probabilities, and perceiving that Müller three times distinctly calls Panini a 

contemporary of Kátyáyana, and allows by inferenee only this date to be 
subverted two-and-a-half times, it is fair to assume that he believed rather in the 
contemporaneousness of both, than otherwise. The correctness of this belief I 
shallhave to make the subject of further discussion ; bub when I find myself 
compelled to infer from Müller's expressions that Panini is, to him, a contemporary’ 
of Saunaka, I must, in passing, observe that Panini himself repudiates this conelu-' 
sion, for in tho Sütra IV. 3, 106, which is intimately connected with IV. 3, 105, 
Panini speaks of Saunaka as of an ancient authority. 
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wards is said to have become minister of King Nanda and his mys- 
terious successor Yogananda at Pátaliputra. 

“We know that Kátyáyana completed and corrected  Pánini's 
Grammar, such as we now possess it. His Varttikas are supple- 
mentary rules, which show a more extensive and accurate knowledge of 
Sanskrit than even the work of Panini. The story of the contest between 
them was most likely intended as a mythical way of explaining this fact. 
Again, we know that Kátyáyana was himself the author of one of the 
Pratigakhyas, and Vyáli is quoted hy the authors of the Prátisákhyas as 
an earlier authority on the same subject. So far the story of Somadeva 
agrees with the account of Shadgurusishya and with the facts as we 
still find them in the works of Kátyáyana. It would be wrong to 
expect in a work like that of Somadeva historical and chronological 
facts in the strict sense of the word: yet the mention of King Nanda, 
who is an historical personage, in connection with our grammarian, 
may, if properly interpreted, help to fix approximately the date of 
Kátyáyana and his predecessors, Saunaka and Asvaliyana. If Soma- 
deva followed the same chronological system as his contemporary and 
countryman Kalhana Pandita, the author of the Rajatarangini or 
History of Kashmir, he would, in calling Panini and Kátyáyana the 
contemporaries of Nanda and Ohandragupta, have placed them long 
before the times which we are wont to call historical. But the name 
of Ohandragupta fortunately enables us to check the extravagant 
systems of Indian chronology. Chandragupta, of Pataliputra, the 
successor of the Nandas, is Sandrocottus, of Palibothra, to whom 
Megasthenes was sent as ambassador from Seleucus Nicator; and, if 
our classical chronology is right, he must have been king at the turning 
point of the fourth and third centuries B.C. We shall have to examine 
hereafter the different accounts which the Buddhists and Brahmans 
give of Chandragupta and his relation to the preceding dynasty of the 
Nandas. Suffice it for the present that, if Ohandragupta was king in 
315, Kátyáyana may be placed, according to our interpretation of 
Somadeva’s story, in the second half of the fourth century B.C. We 
may disregard the story of Somadeva, which actually makes Kâtyâyana 
himself minister of Nanda, and thus would make him an old man at the 
time of Chandragupta’s accession to the throne. This is, according to 
its own showing, a mere episode in a ghost story,** and had to be insert- 
ed in order to connect Kátyáyana's story with other fables of the 
Katha-sarit-sigara. But there still remains this one fact, however 
slender it may appear, that, as late as the twelfth century A.D., the 
popular tradition of the Brahmans connected the famous grammarians 
Kátyáyana and Pánini with that period of their history which imme- 
diately preceded the rise of Ohandragupta and his Sidra dynasty ; and 


this, from an Buropean point of view, we must place in the second half 
of the fourth century D. ©.” 


^? Note of Müller: “The same question with regard to the probable age of 
Panini, has been discussed by Prof. Béehtlingk in his edition of Panini. Objections 
to Prof. Boehtlingk's arguments have been raised by Prof. Weber in his Indischo 
Studien.” See also Rig-veda, Leipzig, 1857, Introduction. 


* Note of Müller ; “According to the southern Buddhists it was Chandragupta, 
and not Nanda, whose corpse was reanimated. As. Res. xx. p, 107," 
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Thus, the whole foundation of Miiller's date rests on the authority 
of Somadeva, the author 01 *an Ocean of [or rather, for] the Rivers of 
Stories," who narrated his tales in the twelfth century after Ohrist, 
Somadeva, T am satisfied, would not be a little surprised to learn that 
“a European point of view” raises a “ghost story” of his to the dignity 
of an historical document. Müller himself, as we see, says that it would 
be “wrong” to expect in a work of this kind “historical or chronological 
facts ;” he is doubtful as to the date which might have been in Soma- 
deva’s mind when he speaks of King Nanda; he will “disregard” the fact 
that Kátyáyana becomes, in the tale quoted, a minister of Nanda; he 
admits that a story current in the middle of the 12th century about 
Káty&yana and Panini is but a “slender” fact ;—in short, he pulls down 
every stone of this historical fabric; and yet, because Nanda is men- 
tioned in this amusing tale, he “must” place Kátyáyana's life about 
350 B.C. 

Ihave but one word to add: however correct the criticisms of 
Müller on the value of this tale may be, the strength of his conclusion 
would have become still more apparent than it is now, if instead of the 
abstract of the story, which he has given, a literal translation of it had 
preceded his premises; for the very form of the tale, and its incidental 
absurdities, would have illustrated, much better than his sober account 
of it, its value as a source of chronology. I subjoin, therefore, a portion 
of it, from the fourth chapter of this work. Kátyáyana, the grammati- 
cal saint and author of the Kalpa-sütras, after having told Kanabhiti 
how once upon a time he became enamoured of a beautiful damsel, by 
what feelings he was moved, and that he at last married the fair Upakosá, 
continues as follows: “Some time after, Varsha (who in another tale is 
said to have lived at Pátaliputra during the reign of Nanda) had a great 
number of pupils. One of them was a great blockhead, by the name of 
Panini; he, tired of the service, was sent away by the wife of Varsha. 
To do penance, he went, grieved yet desirous of knowledge, to the 
Himalaya ; there he obtained from Siva, who was pleased with his flerce 
austerities, a new grammar which was the introduction to all science. 
Now he came back and challenged me to a disputation ; and seven days 
passed on while our disputation proceeded. When on the eighth day, 
however, he was defeated by me, instantly Siva (appeared) in a cloud 
(and) raised a tremendous uproar. Thus my grammar which had been 
given to me by Indra, was destroyed on earth; and we all, vanquished 
by Panini, became fools again.” . 


DR. BOEHTLINGK ALSO PLACES PANINI ABOUT 350 B.C, 


It is almost needless for me to state, that the profound researches 
of Dr. Otto Boehtlingk in. his * commentary" on Pánini, are based on 
the same interesting “Ocean for the Rivers of Stories,” and have duly 
advocated the same date of Pánini's life. But as we have become 
already acquainted with the reasoning of the “editor” of Panini it will 
not appear devoid of interest to recall his arguments, which differ in 
Several respects from those of Professor Müller, In the Rájatarangini, 
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the Chronicle of Kashmir, he says (p. xv.), we read that Abhimanyu 
ordered Chandra and other grammarians to introduce the great com- 
mentary of Patanjali into Kashinir. ap ती he (p. xvii), “ the 
age of King Abhimanyu, under, whose reign Jhandra lived can be ascer- 
tained by various ways, which all lead to the same result,” viz., to the 
date 100 B.O.; and (p. xviii) “since we have found that Patanjali's 
Mahabhashya came into general use in Kashmir through Chandra, 
about 100 B.C. we are probably justified in pushing the composition of 


this great commentary to the Sütras of Panini, into the year 150. 
Between -Patanjali and Pánini there are still three grammarians known 
10 us, as we have observed before (p. xiv; viz., Katyayana, the author 
of the Paribhásás, and the author of the Kárikás) who made contribu- 
tions to the Grammar of Panini. We need therefore only make a space 
of fifty years between each couple of them, in order to arrive at the 
year 350, into the neighbourhood of which date our grammarian is to be 


placed, according to the Kathá-sarit-ságara." 


PROOF THAT THE PREMISES WHICH HAVE LED TO HIS CONCLUSION 
ARE IMAGINARY. 


“Every way,” says the French proverb “leads to Rome "—but not 
every way leads to truth even in chronology. There is one way for 
instance, and it was the proper way, whichled Professor Lassen?* to 
the correct result that Abhimanyu did not live about 100 B.C., but 
between 40 and 65 after Christ. As to the triad of grammariaus which 
is * known " to Dr. Boehtlingk between Pánini and Patanjali, and repre- 
sented to his mind by Kátyáyana, and what he calls the author of the 
Paribhashas and the author of the Kárikás, I must refer to my subse- 
quent statements, which will show the worth of this specious enumera- 
tion. But, when Dr. Boehtlingk required 200 years between Patanjali 
and Panini, simply to square his account with the “ Ocean for the 
Rivers of Stories," it would be wrong to deny that he has rightly divided 
200 by 4; nor should I doubt that he would have managed with less 
ability the more difficult task of dividing 2000 or 20000 years by 4, if such 
an arithmetical feat had been required of him by that source of histori- 
cal chronology, the Kathá-sarit-ságara. 

Professor Miiller must have had some misgivings like my own as to 
the critical acumen and accuracy of Dr. Boehtlingk’s investigations. 
For, in the first instance, he does not start from the Kathá-sarit-ságara 
in order to arrive at the conclusion that Kátyáyana lived fifty years 
after Pánini; on the contrary, he makes, as we have seen, both gramma- 
rians contemporaries; judging, no doubt, that two men who enjoyed a 
very substantial fight cannot have lived at different times, even in a 
story book. Then he adverts likewise (p. 243) to the little mistake of 
Dr. Boehtlingk concerning Abhimanyu’s date; in short, he denies the 
validity of all the arguments alleged by Dr. Boehtlingk, save those which 
are founded on the Kathá-sarit-ságara. When therefore he, neverthe- 
less, says (p. 301) that the researches of Professor Boehtlingk ^ with 
regard to the age of Panini deserve the highest credit," I am at a loss 
to understand this handsome compliment, even though it strengthen 


2 * Indische Alterthumskunde,” vol. II. p. 413, 
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his assurance (p. 310) “that KAtyáyana's date is as safe as any date 
is likely to be in ancient Oriental chronology.”® ý 


An extraordinary view taken by Dr. Boehtlingk of the moral and intellec- 
tual condition of ancient India.—The whole of the ancient scientific Zz 
literature of this country would prove, according to his view, a gigantic 
swindle and imbecility. 


? In reply to this compliment, Dr. Boehtlingk makes the following bow : Alles 
was zur Entscheidung dieser Frage beitragen kónnte, finden wir auf das sorgfiltigste 
zusammengestellt und erwogen in einem so eben erchienenen Werke von Max Müller, 
einem Werke, in welchem überraschende Belesenheit, Seharfsinn und geistreiche Be- 
handlung des Stoffes den Leser in bestündiger Spannung erhalten ;" i.e., “ All that can 
contribute to the solution of this question—(viz., that of the introduction of writing 
into India) we find put together and examined in the most careful manner, in a work 
by Max Miller, just published, a work in which surprising acquaintance with the 
literature, acuteness and ingenious treatment of the subject-matter, never suffer the 
reader's attention to flag." The testimonial he thus gratuitously gives to his own 
knowledge of “all that can contribute to the solution of that question,” reached me 
too late to be noticed in the previous pages, as they were already in the press ; it 
is contained in a paper of his, having the title * Ein paar Worte Zur Frage über das 
Alter der Schrift in Indien." These “few words” do not contain, indeed, a particle 
of fact bearing on the question, but much reasoning, of which the following conclud- 
ing passage is the summary : “Nach meinem Dafürhalten also wurde die Schrift zur 
Verbreitung der literature inden iilteren Zeiten nicht verwandt, wohl aber wurde 
sie zum Schaffen neuer Werke zu Hilfe genommen, Der Verfasser schrieb sein 
Werk nieder lernte es aber dann auswendig oder liess es durch Andere memoriren. 
Niedergeschriebene Werke wurden in der älteren Zeit wohl selten von Neuem ab- 
geschrieben, mögen aber im Original in der Familie als Heiligthimer aufbewahrt und 
geheim gehalten worden sein. Moglicher Weise vernichtete aber auch der Autor sein 
Schriftwerk, sobald er dasselbe memorirt hatte, um nieht durch sein Beispiel Andere 
zu verleiten, um sich nicht des Vorwurfes einer Verrütherei an der Priesterkaste 
schuldig zu machen, vielleicht auch um nicht als gewöhnlicher Autor, dem das Werk 
allmählich unter den Händen entsteht, zw erscheinen, sondern als ein inspirirter 
Seher, der, ohne alle Mühe und Anstrengung von seiner Seite beim Schaffen, ein 
Werk in abgeschlossener Gestalt im Geiste erschaut und als ein solcher von den 
Göttern Bevorzugter weiter verkündet;" ie, “In my opinion, therefore, writing 
was not used in the olden times for the propagation of literature, but was resorted 
to for the production of new works. The author wrote down his work, but then 
learnt it by heart, or made others commit it to memory. Probably, works once 
written down, were not copied anew in the olden time, with rare exceptions ; but 
the original manuscripts were perhaps preserved as sacred relics in the family, 
and kept secret. But it is possible, too, that the author destroyed his written work, 
after he had committed it to memory, in order not to seduce others by his example, 
nor to make himself guilty of the reproach of treason towards the caste of priests ; 
perhaps, too, not to appear as anordinary author, whose work grew gradually 
under his hands, but as an inspired seer who, without any labour and exertion 
in producing, had seen in his mind a work ina finished form, and, as a person thus 
favoured by the gods, had proclaimed it abroad."—This reasoning will not surprise 
us in the author of a “commentary on Panini” (compare note 48, etc). Yot I must 
ask, whence he derived his information that it was treason towards the Brahmana 
caste to write or to produce a manuscript ? or whence he has learnt that an author 
could, in olden “times, pass himself off as an inspired seer who was favoured by the. 
gods, without, of course, being chastised by his countrymen, as an impostor? Manu 


XI. 58, treats false 0०48110 अनृतं समुत्कर्षे $ 2 crime equal to that of killing a 


Bráhmana ; and Yájnavalkya, II. 229, places it on the same level with the drinking 
of spirituous liquors, which crime is expiated only after the sinner has drunk either 


9 


| 
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UNSATISFACTORY RESULTS CONCERNING THE DATE OF PANINI. 


That Sauskrit philology should not yet possess the menus 0! € 
taining the date of Pánini's life, is, no doubt, a serious ae mer ae 
any research concerning the chronology of ancient es yi क 
for Panini’s Grammar is the centre of a vast and imporban c 
of the ancient literature. No work has struck despa roots ns 
his in the soil of the scientific development of India. D is IT s 
of accuracy in speech —the grammatical basis of the varus omment- 
aries. It is appealed to by every scientific writer कळकट he ee 
with a linguistic difficulty. Besides the inspired seers of the works 
which are the root of Hindu belief, Panini is the only one, among 
those authors of scientific works who may be looked upon as real 
personages, who isa Rishi in the proper sense of the word,—-an author 
supposed to have had the foundation of his work revealed to 
him by a divinity. Yet, however we may regret the necessity 
of leaving this important personage 1n the chaos which envelopes the 


boiling spirits, or boiling butter, cow's urine, or milk, until he dies (IIT, 253). Vera- 
city, moreover, is known to be one of the prineipal features of the character of the 
ancient Hindus, as, in the epie legends, a word spoken, or a PRESS made, 1S always 
deemed irrevocable and binding. It is notorious that the Hindu lah मर did not 
look upon any one as an inspired scer, except the author of a Mantra, and, probably, 
at amore recent period, of a Brahmana. The Kalpa works were never considered 
tobe anything but human productions, and J know only of one instance, viz., that 
of Panini, where the author of a scientific work was supposed to have received it 


from a divinity.—In other words, to the mind of Dr. Boehtlingk the whole of tho 
ancient scientific literature of India presents a picture of a gigantic swindle and im- 
becility ; on the one side are the charlatans who write works, learn them by heart, 
and burn the manuscripts, in order to appear in direct communication with a divinity ; 
on the other, is the idiotic nation which believes that the learned quacks are 
inspired scers favoured by the gods! Itisnotalittle characteristic, but at thesame 
time very intelligible, that this should be the view of the * editor " of Pánini. 


Pávini looked upon by the Hindus as a Rishi, in the proper sense 
of this word. 


% Patanjali frequently, therefore, makes use of the expression, ५ Pánini sees,” 
when an ordinary author is quoted by him as “saying " or the like ; e.g., p, 145 (in Dr, 
Ballantyne's edition): पश्यति maA नाकारस्थस्यातो लोपो भवतीति ; or p. 240, 
पश्यति त्वाचायो न व्यञ्जनस्य गुणो भवतीति; p. 281, पश्यति त्वाचायो न सिच्यन्तरङ्गं 
भवतीति; p.615, पश्यति atari: स्थानिवदादेशो भघतीति; v. 787, पश्यति त्वाचायेस्तदेकदेशभूतं 
तद्ग्रहणेन qud इति ९४०.; but p. 658, वक्ष्यति ह्याचार्यः (wiz. Katyayana, in his Varttikas 
to VI. 4, 104) चिण्णो लुकि तग्रहणानर्थक्य' संघातस्यापत्ययत्वात्तलोपस्य चासिद्धच्चादिति ete.— 


For the same reason, when Kaiyyata, for instance, speaks of “the author of the 
8000895,” viz, Panini, Xágojibhattta explains this expression with “ Siva,” who 


revealed to Panini the first fourteen Sütras; e.g., p. 86, सूत्रकारो मह्देश्वरः | वेदपुरुषो. वा 
or when Kaiyyata calls Panini, Achirya, Nágojibhatta says (p. 129) शिवा वेदपुरुषो 
वात्रा चाय; or p. 197, ग्राचायंः शिवः Of the first fourteen, or the Sivasiitras, Nágoji- 
bhatta says that they existed from eternity, while Panini made the rest: (p. 763 ed, 


Ballantyne) तेषामनादित्वादेषां पाणिनिकृतत्वात्‌ ete. 
L4 
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historical existence of all ancient Hindu celebrities, it is better to 
acknowledge this necessity than attach faith toa date devoid of real 
substance and resting on no trustworthy testimony. For, in doing so, 
we may feel induced to direct ourefforts towards an investigation more 
likely to lead to a solid result, —I mean the investigation of the internal 
evidence afforded by the ancient literature--as to the position of Pánini 
relatively to the works which are its chief representatives. If we 
could succeed in establishing this position, or, atleast,in determining 
the critical means by which this end could be obtained, future research 
intothe chronology of Sanskrit literature would have, at least, some 
ground to build upon, as wellas a test by which to recognise the place 
that may be allotted to many important works within the structure 
raised. 


ON THE OHRONOLOGICAL RELATION BETWEEN 
PANINI AND KÁTYAYANA, THE AUTHOR 
OF THE VARTTIKAS. 


In making an attempt in this direction, we feel our immediate in- 
terest naturally engaged by the question whether Panini and Kátyá- 
yana (the author of the Várttikas), were in reality contemporaries or 
not, whatever be the age at which they lived. As a substantial re- 
cord of these Varttikas is met with in no other work than tbe“ Great 
Commentary” of Patanjali, it will first be necessary for us to examine 
the literature embodied or alluded to, in the Mahábháshya, so far as 
it bears on this inquiry, in order to ascertain what portion of this liter- 
ature is anterior to Kátyáyana, and what portion belongs to his own 
authorship. We may consult for this purpose, Kaiyyata, the principal 
commentator on Patanjali; but we need not descend to the recent 
period of the Kasika, the Siddhánta-kaumudi,the commentaries of Ná- 
gesa, Purushottama, or other Vrittis and Tikás, for all these works are 
at too great a distance from the period of Patanjali to assist us in the 


solution of our problem. 


THE LITERATURE MENTIONED IN THE MAHABHASHYA.— 
GRAMMARIANS PRIOR TO PANINI'S GRAMMAR.— 
AUTHORS OF VARTTIKAS LATER THAN 
KATYAYANA. 

Of the grammatical writers named by the authorof the Maha- 
bháshya, we pass over those which are quoted by Panini himself, as by 
his testimony weare enabled at once to assign to them an existence 
prior to his Grammar.’ We may pass over, too, those authorities to 
whom Patanjali adverts when he speaks ofa “ Sütra of the former” 
grammarians®® ; for such an expression on his part invariably refers to 
Panini’s Sütras; and the substance of the opinions or rules of these 


+ These authors are Apisali, KásSyapa, Gárgya, Gálava, Chékravarmana, Bhára- 
dwája, Sákatáyana, Sákalya, Senaka, Sphotáyana, and those designated by the collec- 
tive appellation of eastern and northern grammarians. These names haye been 
correctly mentioned by Dr. Boehtlingk, vol. IL. p. iii—v. 

** Kaiyyata calls them पूर्वाचायांः or the “former teachers;" e, g.,in his comment on 
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“former " grammarians must equally, therefore, have preceded Pánini's 
work, and, consequently, the Várttikas of Kátyáyana. ] 

The first category of writings deserving our notice here will there- 
fore be those Várttikas and grammatical dicta which are quoted by 
Patanjali in relation to Kátyáyana's own V árttikas. As authors of such 
writings we meet, for instance, with the grammarians of the school of 
the Bhdradwajiyas and Saunágas, with SUE Md ei Vádava, who is 
perhaps the same as thisgrammarian, with d with Kuni, 
who is spoken of by Kaiyyata as a predecessor of Patanjali,and an inde- 
finite number of grammarians who are E 10 us under the general 
designation of "some" or "others,"?? Whether the latter term com- 
prise the grammarians just named, or other authorities, we cannot infer 
irom the words of Patanjali; probably, however, we are justified in 
deciding for the latter alternative, since Patanjali is a writer who 
chooses his words deliberately, and would scarcely have quoted his 
authority at one time by name, and at another by a general term which 
does not imply that great respect entertained for a high authority. 
But, whatever view we take of the matter,—setting aside those 
grammarians quoted by Patanjali, who will require some additional 
remark before we can establish their relation to Kátyáyana—we may 
see that all that are named must have lived before Patanjali, and after 
Kátyáyana, since all their Várttikas or remarks, recorded by Patanjali 
are criticisms on, and emendations of, the Varttikas of Kátyáyana.' ९९ 


the third£ivasütra; on I. 1, 4 ; V. 2,39 ; VI. 1, 0, etc. The word qiga which in the 
sense given is a Tatpurusha, the former part of which is to be understood in the 
sense of a genitive, occurs, e.g in the Bháshya to VU. 1, 18 ; compare also note 46.— 
Andthe authorities quoted by Patanjali, under the name of MMA: are probably 


also meant as“ older grammarians;" e.g., in his gloss on the fifth Sivasutra, on 1.17. 
and 2, 18, ete. 

? The Bháradwájtyas are quoted several times in the Bháshya;and in the Calc. 
ed. four times, viz., III. 1, 89, v. 1; IV. 1, 79, v. 1; VI. 4, 47, v. 1, and 155, v, L—'I'he 
Saundgas are mentioned there toll. 2, 18, v. 1—4; VI. 3, 44, v. 1; and VII. 2, 17 ; 
the Jatter quotation, however, does not occur in the Bhashya,—Kunaravddava is 
mentioned in the Bháshya to VII. 8, 1, v. 6 ; Vádava and Sauryabhagavat to VII, 2 


(र) 


106. v. 8. ; Kuniin Kaiyyata's gloss on I. 1, 75, where he says that Patanjali follows, in 
the words referred to, the opinion of Kuni (Kaiyyata: कुणिना पाम्म्रहणमाचार्यनिदशार्थम्‌ । 
«०...» भाष्यकारस्तु कुणिदर्शनमशिश्रियत्‌.) Some of these quotations are given by 
Dr. Boehtlingk, vol. Il. pp.iv. li. The phrase “अपर आह”? is of frequent occur- 
rencein the Bhashya, e.g., to the second Sivasiitra, tol. 1, 10 ; 2, 50.51; 11.2, 24 ; 8, 86 ; 
गा, 1, 27. 112, 123 ;2, 109. 128, ete, ; or कश्रिद्दे याकरण VITE c.g. II. 4,56 ; अन्यो वैयाकरणाः 
eg. T. 1, 27 ; केचित्‌ cg. VIII, 2, 80 (केचित्‌......एके) ; अपरे ८.॥., 1. 1, 1 and 2; 111. 2, 
123 jena four SO! BOT are contrasted by Patanjali in his comment on ILI. 
2, 115: कथं जातीयकं पुनः qus नाम | केचित्तावदाहुः adaga परोक्षमिति | अपर ग्राहु : । 
वषसहस्रवृत्त परोक्षमिति । अपर We: | कुड्यक-टान्तरितं परोक्षमिति | अपर AZ: । द्वथहवृत्त 
mead वेति. 
An extraordinary syllogism of Dr. Boehtlingl relative 
lo some authors of Várttikas. 


© A few instances will bear out this conclusion, Káryáyana's third Vartlika 
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THE ISHTIS OF PATANJALI, 


OI Patanjali's Istis or * desiderata," which are his own additions 
to Kátyáyana's Varttikas, I need not speak, since they are an essen- 
tial portion of his own Great Commentary. ! ९! 


to IL. 2, 18 runs thus. सिद्ध तु क्वाडस्व॒तिदुर्गतिवचनात्‌ ; and his fourth: पादयः a 
(omitted in the Cale, ed.) After having explained both, Patanjali adds एतदेव d 


सैनागेवि स्तरतरकेण पठितम्‌ and quotes the four Várttikas of the Saunágas as given 
in the Calc. edition ; Kaiyyata is even more explicit on this occasion, for he Says: 


एतदेवेति | कात्यायनाभिप्रायमेव प्रदर्शयितु सानागेरतिविस्तरंण पठितमित्यर्थ Te Várttika 
of Kátyáyana to I, 1, 20 reads: घुसंज्ञायां पृक्ृतिग्रहणं शिदर्थम्‌; but, says Patanjali, the 
Bháradwájiyas read it otherwise: भारद्वाजीयाः पठन्ति | घुसंज्ञायां प्रकृतिग्रहणं fate. 
कृतार्थम्‌, which last compound contains an important improvement on the rule of 
Kábyáyana.—'The latter enlarges Panini's rule III. 1, 89, by this Varttika यकचिणो 

पतिषेध हेतुमणिच श्रित्र जासुपसख्यानम्‌ , but, says Patanjali after his explanation of it 
भारद्वाजीयाः पठन्ति । यकूचिणोः पृतिषेधे णिश्रन्थिग्रन्थित्र जामात्मनेपदाकर्मकाणामुपसंख्यानम्‌ 


which version of the Bharadwajiyas is a distinct criticism on Kátyáyana.—His two 
Varttikas on VI: 4, 155 are the following: णाविष्वत्मातिपदिकस्य and पुंवद्भावरभावटि- 
लोपथणादिपरार्थम्‌, but the Bháradwájiyas improved them in this way : (Patanjali : 
भारद्वाजीयाः पठन्ति । ) णाविश्वत्पातिपदिकस्य पुंवद्‌भावरभावाटलोपयणादिपरपादिविन्मतोलु'क- 
न्विध्यर्थम्‌, The same Bhiradwajiyas have criticised Panini also, independently of 
Kátyáyana, for Patanjali mentions at the Sütra VI. 4, 47; भ्रस्जारोपधया रमन्यतरस्याम्‌, 


their Várttika : भरेस्जारापधयोार्लाप भ्रागमा रग्विधीयते, The mere comparison of their 
Virttikas and the passages quoted, will clearly show that these grammarians not 
only lived after Panini, but also after Kátyáyana ; and that they were engaged on 
the same task which was the object of Kátyáyana, viz., that of criticising Panini, 
Dr. Boehtlingk, however, (vol. II. p. iv.)—when speaking of the Várttikas of the 
Bháradwájiyas and one Varttika of the Apisalas, which improves Pánini's 8167७ VII. 


3, 9, तुरुस्तुशम्यमः सार्वधातुके in this manner: तुरुस्तुशम्यमः सावेधातुके छन्दसि (quoted 

by the Kasiks, not by Patanjali),—draws from them the twofold conclusion, * first 

that the grammatieal terminology of both predecessors of our grammarians (Pánini) 

was the same, partly at least (dass die grammatische Terminologie bei den beiden 
Vorgängern unseres Granmatikers, zum Theil wenigstens, dieselbe gewesen ist), and 
then, that their original works, in time, received similar emendations and additions 
as the grammar of Panini.” Iknow not by what logical process either of these 
conclusions could be extracted from these Vàrttikas. The passages quoted are 
obvious criticisms on Panini and Kátyàyana,—and so are the other Varttikas of 
the Bháradwájiyas named by Patanjali. "There is not the slightest evidence 
afforded by these Várttikas that they are in any connection whatever with works 
of Bháradwája and Apisali, and any reasoning concerning the latter becomes 
therefore without foundation. Or do we find that in India all pupils and descendants 
are compelled to confine their writings or remarks to the works of their teachers 
and ancestors? and will their criticisms on these latter works turn out, by some 
marvellous process, to fit exactly the productions of other authors also? 


Another extraordinary syllogism of this writer by which ishti 
is metamorphosed into kárikd. . 
?! [6 will probably be thought desirable that an editor should at least under- 
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THE KARIKAS BELONG TO DIFFERENT AUTIUORS, 


Another category of literary compositions, which ares either 
entirely or partly embodied in the Mahábháshya, are the Küárilás,'?* 
To assign these verses to one author, would ibe as CHRONO as to 
speak of one author of the Varttikas.!°° For, even the Calcutta 


stand the title-page of the work which he is committing to the press, even when 


editing is merely tantamount to reprinting the labours of others, faults and all; but 
I fear that this much cannot be said of Dr. Boehtlingk's edition of Panini; for, in 


translating the title-page of the Caleutta edition, he renders इष्टि “harika” and 
= m he d eri 
justifies this version in the following note (vol. II. p. xxxvii): “I take परिभाषेष्टिभिः 
as a dwandwa, and ziv as synonymous with kdrikd, because I should not like to 
miss these (the Kárikás) on the title." Thus, because the Caleutta Pandits, rightly 
or wrongly, did not say on the title-page of their edition that their compilation 
will comprise the Kárikás, but merely stated that it will give Várttikas, Ganas, 
Paribháshás and Ishtis, Dr. Boehtlingk reasons, that “since he does not like the 
omission of the Karikas.” Ishtiis the same as Kdrikd. There is, indeed, nothing 
strange in this reasoning of Dr. Boehtlingk ; we have seen already some specimens 
of it, and if any one would take upon kimself the ungrateful task of reviewing the 
second volume which he bas annexed to his “ edition " of Panini, he would have to 
add a good many more of the same quality. But if Dr. Boehtlingk had chosen to 
consult, by letter or otherwise, the editors of his edition of Panini, they would in 
all probability have told him that ishli means a “ desideratum," and that ishtis, 
emphatically so called, and not qualified otherwise (as Ishtis of the Kásikà, ete), 
designate the Varttikas of Patanjali. They might, too, have referred him to the Pada- 
chandrikavritti, which in the introduction plainly Says: इष्टयो भाष्यक्रारस्य ; or to Nago- 
jibhatta, who when referring to the word इटि applied by Kaiyyata to the Vdrttika 
(of Patanjali to I. 1, 1, omitted in the edition) छन्दोवत्सूत्राणि भवन्ति comments: 
° 
ZERRA । तथा च भाष्यकारीयातिदेशात्सूत्रेषु च्छन्दःकायंपूतरत्तिरिति भावः But, for aught 1 
know, they might have simply requested him to read their own edition, before 
sending it to the printer, since they have themselves written the word भाष्यकारेष्टिः, 
for instance, after a Várttika to I. 1, 9, or भाष्येष्टिः after a Vartlika to 1. 1, 68: or 
the words इष्टिभाष्यकृतः after a Varttika to II, 2, 28; and it is clear enough that in 


none of these instances can इष्टि be synonymous with कारिका. 


707 Tt is almost superfluous to state that I merely speak of the Kdrikds which 
are recorded by Patanjali. Those belonging to Bhartrihari, who wrote a gloss 


on Patanjali (cow. eg. Gavaratnamahodadhi : भतृहरिर्वाक्यपदीयक्ता महाभाष्यव्याख्याता 
च, and my subsequent observations on the Vakyapadiya), as well as the Kárikás 


met with exclusively in the Kásiká or Siddhánta-kaumudi, can have no bearing on 
the present investigation, 


A further insight tito the value of the statements of Dr, Bochtlingk. 


13 These assertions have nevertheless been made hy Dr Bochtlingk, vol. 11, 
p.xiv, where he states that “between Panini and Amara-Sinha there are still 
four grammarians: Kátyáyana, lhe author of the Paribhishis, the author of the 
Kárikás, and Patanjali;" and p. xviii. xix, where he states that cach couple of 
these grammarians may be separated from one another by a space of fifty years, 
he repeats, “as we have observed above (p, xiv), there are between Patanjali and 
Panini still three grammarians known Lo us, who made contributions to the grammar 
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edition of Pánini enables us to see, at first sight, in four instances, that 
they cannot be the work of the same author; and, besides these, two 
other instances of the same kind may be found in the “Great Com- 
mentary."!?* But, to define the relation of these verses to Katydyana, 
it will not be sufficient simply to state that some of them embody 
the rules of Kátyáyana, while others deviate from them, and others 
again enlarge and criticise the Várttikas:'95 it will be necessary to 
describe the characteristic features of these RArikis such as we find 
them in Patanjali’s work. 


VARIOUS CATEGORIES OF KARIKAS, 


An external, but very important mark, is afforded by the circum- 
stance that one portion of the Kárikás is left by Patanjali entirely 


of Panini.” On page xlix, it is true, he says, “no doubt the Kárikás do not all 
belong to the same author, since the same subject is treated sometimes in two 
different Kárikás ina perfeetly different manner;" but as he observed before that 
the Kárikás are “scattered in various grammurs (sic), viz. in the Mahábháshya, 
the Kásiká, the Padamanjari and the Kaumudi,” and as two quotations which he 
adds in corroboration of his statement, viz., VI. 8, 109. and VII. 2, 10, have refer- 
ence to the Kásiká and Siddhánta-kaumudi only, we should be in fairness bound 
to conelude that, in his opinion, it was the literary period after Patanjali whieh 
produced this variety of authors of the Kárikás. Yet when he presents us with 
a third quotation, viz., “Cal. ed. p. 274," which clearly points to the fact that 
there were different authors of Kárikás at or before Patanjali's time, it would be 
eurious to learn how he reconciles this latter quotation with his previous state- 
ments at pages xiv and xix, according to which there is but one author of the 
Kárikás between Pánini and Patanjali, and a personage, too, who lived 50 years 
after the author of the Paribháshás and 50 years before Patanjali ! Compare also 


the following note. 
30 The Kárikás not met within the Bháshya are, usually, correctly marked 


in the Calcutta edition with the name of the work whence they have been taken ; 
those not marked, are therefore, nearly always, recognizable in this edition as 
belonging to the Mahábháshya. That such Kárikás of the latter kind, to the 
same Sütra of Panini, belong to different authors, is indicated in the Cale. ed, at, 
I. 4,51; HII. 2, 123 (p.274); IV. 1, 44 and 68. From the Bháshya we learn it, at 
first sight, besides, in the two instances, I, 2, 50,—where the words गोण्या इत्वं, ete. 
are preceded by अपर अआह-and VIII. 2, 58, where the latter words precede the 
Káriká RG, ete. Compare the notes 107, 108, 111. 

is Three striking instances of the latter kind are the Kárikás to IV. 2, 00; VIII. 
1, 09 ; and III. 2, 118. The first occurs at the end of Patanjali’s commentary on the 
Varttikas of this Sütra, is without comment, and contains, for the greater part, new 
matter whieh is given in the shape of Várttikas in the Siddhánta-kaumudi. 1६ is 

L3 (> 
omitted in the Cale. ed., and runs thus :ग्रनुसूलक्ष्यलक्षणे सवैसादेद्वि गोश्च | इकन्पदोत्तरप- 
दाच्छतपष्ट : पिकन्पथः. The Kárikà to VIII. 1,69. embodies the Varttikas I, 2,3 to the 
same Sütra and Virttika 2 to VIII. 1, 67, but in the latter Kátyáyana says मलोपवचनं 
च, and the Káriká enlarges this rule to मकारलोपो तिङि (Nagojibhatta : मलोपश्रो ति 
वातिःकोक्तो मलोप स्तिङङन्तेनेष्टाः) . The Káriká to III. 2, 118 is thus introduced by Patanjali : 
S H 

f ara: mR । न स्म पुराद्यतन इति (second Varttika) बू वता कात्यायनेनेह nf. 
and by Kaiyyata: एकतरस्मिन्वात्तिके स्मपुराशब्दावुपलक्तणत्वेनाश्रयणीयी | तत्र पूर्वस्मिन्पर 


स्मिन्वा विशेषमपश्यन्णच्छति | इतरो वात्तिकपूत्याख्यानाय मया विकल्पितमेतदित्याह । स्मादि०० 
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without comment, while he comments on another portion in the same 
manner as he does on the Várttikas; and we may add, too, that there 
are a few Várttikas which are not altogether without a gloss, but the 
eloss on which is so scanty and so different from the kind of comment 
bestowed on the Varttikas, that they might seem to constitute a third 
category of Kârikâs. १४ 


AUTHORS OF THE KARIKAS NOT COMMENTED UPON BY PATANJALI, 


F^ 


Tt we first examine the Kárikás without comment, we meet twice 
with the remark of Patanjali that “another” or “ others," have com- 
posed the verse in question, when the Kárikáis contrasted by him with 
the preceding Várttika; and the same remark occurs four times, 
when the Káriká thus introduced to our notice is contrasted witha 
preceding Káriká. °°° More definite statements, I believe, are not vol- 
unteered by Patanjali ; but Kaiyyata once tells us, that such an uncom- 
mented Kárikà was composed by the Sloka-varttila-kdra, or the “author 
of the versified Várttikas; "and though this information is not more 
distinct or more satisfactory than that of Patanjali, it has, at least, the 
merit of having on another occasion elicited the remark of Nágoji, that 
this author is not Kátyáyana. !^* 


7०० Without any comment of Patanjali we find the karikas to I. 1, 10. 14, 20. 88, 70 ; 
9, 04 ; 4, 51 (Kar, 9-7).— I1 1, 10, 60 ; 4, 36. 85.—TIT. 1,7 (=V. 2, 94. Kar. 1). 22, 27, 79. 
199, 127 ; 2, 3. 128 (Kâr. 1, 2. 4. 5.6); 3, 1. (Kar. 3.) 156 (—VII, 4, 41) ; 4, 79.—1V. 1, 44. 
63. 161 ; 2, 9. 60. (comp. the preceding note) ; 4, 9. —V. 1, 115 ; 2, 48; 3, 55.— V1. 1, 1. 77 
(Rar. 2).87 ; 2, 199 ; 4, 114.— VIT. 1, 18. 78 (Kar. 2) ; 4, 40 (Kar. 2). 92.— VIIT, 1, 70 ; 2, 58, 
(Kar. 3). 59. 62. 80. 108 ; 8, 43.—There are Kárikás commented upon by Patanjali in his 
usual manner, to 1. 1, 19. 57 ; 2, 9. 17. 18. 50. 51; 4, 21 (—IIT, 3, 161). 51 (Kar. 1. 2. 1-4) 
—III. 1, 112 ; 2, 57. 109. 115. 189 ; 3. 1 (Kar, 1, 2),—IV 1,3. 10, 18. 32, 54. 78. 92. 93, 120. 
105 ; 2, 8. 45 ; 3, 60. 84. 134.— V. 1, 19; 2, 39. 45. 94 (Kar, 2) ; 3, 82.—VIT. 1, 77 (Rar, 1) 
103. 158 ; 2, 1; 3, 46 ; 4, 3. 12, 22. 46. 02. 74. 128.— VII. 1 9.21, 40. 73 (Kâr. 1). 96 ; 2, 
102. 107 ; 8, 3. 86 ; 4, 46 (Kar, 1).— VIII. 1, 69 (comp. the preceding note); 2, 25. 55. 58 
(Kar. 1 2) ; 3, 88; 4, 08.— To the third category belong the Kárikás to T. 1, 38 (om, Cale. 
ed.).—11I. 1, 128 ; 2, 118. 128 (Kar. 3).—1V. 2, 13.— V1. 4, 120. 149. —VIIT, 3, 45,—Other 
Kárikás quoted in the Calcutta edition donot occur in the Bháshya, 


17 Patanjali to ILI. 1, 27 अपर श्राह | धाछु०० (contrasted with the preceding Vårt- 
tika); IIT. 2, 123, Kár. 1: श्रपर आहुः । नास्ति वतेमानःकाल इति । aft चात्र श्‍लाकानुदा- 


हरन्ति | न वतेते०० सो ऽप्यनन्ध इति (contrasted with the preceding Várbtika 
ete.; but the last Káriká, which is introduced by the words अपर आह | mfa वर्तमान 


काल इति | आ्रादित्यगतिवन्नोपलभ्यते | alt चात्र शलोकानुदाहरन्ति | विसस्य००, ¡ऽ con- 
trasted with the preceding Kárikás ; at IV. I. 44, after गुणः he says, अपर AE | 


उपेत्य ete, ; at IV. 1, 63, after ०चरणेःसह, he adds, अपर श्राह | प्रादुर्भाव० o, ab जा, 2, 
58, after ० दृष्यते, his words are, अपर श्राह | वेत्त स्तु ete. 

»* Patanjali on IV. 4, 9: अत्र कि न्याय्यम्‌ | परिगणनं adem | आकर्षात्पर्पादेः 
ete.—Kaiyyata: 'छोकवात्ति ककारः संदिग्धानसंदिग्धांश्व॒ भ्रान्तिनिरासाय पर्यनीगणत्‌,-- 
Kaiyyata on the Kárikás to VI. 4, 22: वात्ति ककारोक्त पु प्रयोजनेषु प्राख्यातेषु PEE UE 
क्रकारोक्तप्रयाजनापक्ष q:— Nágojibhatta : वात्ति ककारः कात्यायनः । शछोकवात्ति ककारस्त्वन्य 
एवेति भावः, I See also page 75, 
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Being here merely concerned with the question of the relation of 
these Kárikás to Kátyáyana, we should not feel under the necessity 
of examining the contents of the six verses just mentioned, even if 
they differed in character from the rest — which is not the case,—for the 
statements alleged enable us, as itis, to conclude that they are later 
than his Várttikas. Still,as the remaining portion of these uncomment- 
ed Kárikás does not admit of a similar inference without an inquiry 
into the evidence which they yield, it will be necessary to observe that 
they fall into two distinct divisions. 

One class of them merely records the substance of the preceding 
Varttikas. These, for the most part, stand at the end of Patanjali’s 
commentary on the Sütra to which they belong; but some of them are 
also met with in the midstof the diseussion of the Bháshya, but only 
when they comprise the contents of a portion, not of the whole, of the 
Varttikas to the Sûtra of Pánini.'^* 


w Buch uncommented Kárikás standing at the end of the commentary occur at 
the Sütras IL. 1. 10; 4. 85 (Kar, 2 3).—III. 1,79 ; 2, 3.— V. 2, 48. 3, 55 (Kar. 3-5).— 
VI, 1, 77 (Kar, 2). 87.— VIT. 1. 73 (Kar. 2),—VIIT. 2, 62. 108; 3, 43.— In the middle of the 
discussion they oceur at the Sütras IT. 1, 60, before the fourth Várttika, and sum- 
ming up the Varttikas 1, 2,8; II. 4, 85 (Kar 1, being a summary of the Varttikas pre- 
ceding the third Varttika in the Cale. ed.).— The summary character of these Karikas 
is sometimes expressly adverted to by the commentators. Thus at H. 1. 60, Kaivyata 

. ९ [3 . ^ pii ur 
observes : PIRG नजा चेदिति पूर्वं एवार्थ आयया संग्रृहीतः; 11. 4, 85, (८87. 1), एष एवार्थ 
(of what precedes) आयया afata: ; I. 4, 85 (Kar. 2. 3), पूर्वोक्त एवार्थः श्लोकेन संगृहीतः; 


10. १,8, ऽक्तार्थैसंग्रहाय छोकाः | नित्यं प्रसारणमिति; V, 2, 48, प्रकृत्यथादिति पूर्वोक्तार्थसग्रहछोकाः 


cte. ete., I may here observe that the word इति; which is usually added by authors 


after quotations they make from other authors, is scarcely ever met with after the 
last word of these or any other Karikas. There is the following instance which clearly 
proves that no inference can be drawn from the presence or absence of this word 


इति after the Kárikás ; viz., the Karika to IIT. 1, 7 is identical with the first KAriks 
to V, 2, 94 ; इति occurs after the former, not after the latter. Only one of the Kå- 


rikás introduced by अपर 9ITg:—a2 clear instance of a quotation —is followed by this 
word. viz.: III. 2, 123, (Kar. 1) ; none of the uncommented Rárikás except the one 
montioned (III, 1, 7) bas this word after it ; and among the Kárikás with comment, 
it occurs only at IIT. 2, 139. It is not uecessary, on the present occasion, to make any 
further statement concerning the uso of इति in Patanjali's commentary ; but compare 
also noto 190.— The Calcutta editors, who, unfortunately, have considered themselyes 
justified in giving us “ Extracts " from the Varttikas of. Kátyáyana, do not enable 
their readers fully to recognize the summary character of these Kárikás ; and, in 
placing the Karikas either at the end or at the beginning, they have, in this class of 
the Kårikâs, and still more so in the following classes, entirely destroyed all possi- 
bility of pereeiving how these Kárikás are sometimes summaries of a portion only of 
Virttikas, sometimes the summary of Patanjali's discussion, and sometimes an essen- 
tial portion of his arguments. When, in the MSS, of the Bhashya, to judge from the one 
at my command, a Káriká, which occurs in the middle of the discussion. is sometimes 
—not always, --repeated at the end, such a device on the part of Patanjali, or, as it 
seems more probable, on the part of the copyists, is intelligible, and deserves se 
as it is calculated to draw our attention to the occurrence, in the middle of th 

discussion, of such a verse, which usually contains important information. But wh ह 
such a verse is always taken from its original and proper:place, and always put either 
at the beginning-or at the end, for _no-other reason than that ib isa verse, ENS 


10 
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The second class has not the character of summaries of the Várttikas. 
It isan essential part of the discussion of- the Bháshya itself, now 
introducing the point at issue with some general remark, then connect- 
ing or strengthening the links of the debate by an important definition 
ora new argument, then again summing up the substance of the ss 
sion itself, aud throwing, as it were, some additional light on it. 


SUCH KARIKAS ARE LATER THAN KATYAYANA'S VARTTIKAS. 


A comparison of these two classes of uncommented Karikas shows, 
therefore, that while the former might have been omitted in the Great 
Commentary, without any detriment to the contents of this work, the 


method, in a book, moreover, of that equivocal class which gives dribbled extracts 
of an important literature, makes the same impression, on my mind at all events, as 
if an editor of a garbled Shakespeare were to present us first with all the prosaic 
and then with all the poetical parts of the play or vice vers. 

ne Uneommented verses of this kind are met with in the Bhashya at or near the 
beginning of the discussion on IV. 1, 44 (वोतो quo | गुणवचनादिस्युच्यते | को गुणो 
माम । सत्वे निवेशते ctc., when he contrasts the following RATiki—अ्पर श्राह | उपैत्य 
- with the preceding words) ; IV. 1, 63 जातेरखी ० । जातेरिस्युच्यते का जातिर्नाम । 
आक्ृतिग्रहण ० ०, which words are contrasted with the Kárikà of“ another ." अपर 
गाह । प्राहुर्भा००); 1४. 1, 161 (मनोर्जातावञ्य० | श्रपत्ये कुत्सिते ९६८.) ; V. 1 115 (तेन 

ND 
geio । इदमयुक्त वतेते । किमत्रायुक्तम्‌ | aaa तीयासमर्थ क्रिया her भवतीत्युच्ते । 
5 A . e 
कर्थ च तृतीयासमर्थ नाम क्रिया स्यात्‌ । नेतदयुक्त add) at एव ते शब्दा गुणसमुदा- 
थेषु aed ब्राह्मणः छत्रियो वैश्यः शूद्र इति । तपः श्रूतं००); VI 2, 100 परादिश्छन्द- 
A परार K a 

सि बहुलम्‌ | भ्रत्यल्पमिद्सुच्यते । परादिश्च परान्तश्व००) VIT. 4, 46, Kar. 2, (रो ggo । 
saga विदत्त च ete.).—Theo foregoing quotations, which begin with the Sütra itself, 
will show the introductory character of these Küriküs.— In the middle of the discus- 
sion of the Bhashya we find such Káriküs atT. 1, 10, (ed. Ballantyne, p. 201, 202, to- 
wards the end of the Introduction) ; I, 1, 20 (preceding tho fourth Vártbtika of the 
Cale. ed); I. 1, 38 (the first Kárik& of the Cale. ed.; it stands after the 
Varttikas of this ed., and is followed by a Káriká of the third category—see note 
100,—which is omitted in the Calc. ed.); I. 2, 64 (preceding tho eighteenth 
Varttika of the ०१) ; III. 1, 22 (after the Varttika of tho ed. but before 
other Várttikas omitted there!) ; V. 3,55 (Kir, 1.2; preceding the ninth Varttika 
of the Cale. ed.; Patanjali speaks in the first person); VI. 4, 114 (before tho 
third Várttika of the ed.) ; VIII. 2, 80 (before the second Várttika of tho od.)— 
Uncommented Kárikás occur at the end of the discussion of the Bháshya at I, 1, 14, 
38 (the last Káriká of the ed. ; the Cale. editors add that this Káriká is originally 
a Vaidik passage referring to ब्रह्म Kaiyyata and Nágojibhatta have no remark to 
this effect ; but even if the editors be right, they ought to have proved first that 
the “ Vaidik " passage in question—a very vague deflnition—is older than Patanjali's 
Bhashya, and not taken from it); 071, 1, 70.; 4, 5L (Kar. 5—7) ; IT, 4, 86; III. 1,7 
(which occurs once more in the middle of the discussion on V. 2, 94 as Kâr. 1) ; IIT. 
1, 122. 127 ; 3, 1. Kár. 8 (see note 113), 156 (— VII. 4, 41) ; 4, 79 ; IV. 2, 9, 60 (omitted 
in the Cale. ed, ;seo note 105, अनुसूल ० ०) ; V. 3,55 (Kar. 3—5); VI. 1,1; शा, 1, 
18 ; 4, 92 (where Patanjali speaks in the first person); VIII, 1, 70 ; 2, 59. 
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latter was indispensable to it. We may look upon the summary Kari- 
kás as memorial verses, adapted for forming a separate collection for 
the convenience of teachers and pupils ; but the independent existence 
of the commentatorial Karikas is quite unintelligible, and would 
be altogether purposeless, In short, though there might be a 
doubt whether Patanjali, or some other grammarian, poetically inclined, 
had versifled the Varttikas, it seems impossible to assume that the 
second class of those Kárikás was composed by any one but Patanjali. 
It is very probable, however, that the author of the Mahabhashya 
was not the author of the summary or memorial Kárikás. For since 
there was an * author of versified Karikas,” as we learn from Kaiyyata 
and Nágojibhatta, and as we shall see that.a considerable number 
of the commented Kárikás do not belong to his authorship, the 
literary activity of this personage would become restricted to, 
and his fame would have been founded on, less than half-a-dozen lines, 
if we did not ascribe to him more Kárikás than those expressly attribut- 
ed to him by these commentators, or if we fathered these summary 
Kárikás on Patanjali. Whether the “other” mentioned in the first six 
instances be the same, or not, as the “author of the versifled Kárikás," 
‘I have no means of deciding; but, at all events, it becomes certain, 
after this brief explanation, that all the uncommented Kárikás are 
later than the Várttikas of Kátyáyana. 


AUTHORS OF THE KARIKAS COMMENTED UPON BY PATANJALI. 


The Karikas commented upon by Patanjali are in one respect 
similar to the foregoing class, but in another wholly different from it. 
As regards an external mark, we again meet here with “another,” who 
has twice composed a Karika which is contrasted by Patanjali with a 
preceding Varttika, and twice a Karik& which he contrasts with a 
preceding Karika, the.authorship of which is left without a remark.!'! 
Another such Káriká, too, is distinctly ascribed by Kaiyyata to the 
"author of the versified Karikas.”''* And when we examine the 
contents of this second class of Kárikás, we again find many which form 
an essential part of the arguments in the discussion of Patanjali.!'* 
Here, however, the analogy stops; for the remainder have in no 
way the nature of summaries; they are to all intents and purposes 


11 IIT. 1, 112, Patanjali says, अपर Ble | संज्ञायां पुंसि otc., when he contrasts the 
KarikA with the preceding Varttika ; IIl. 2, 109, अपर BITE | नेपेयिवान्‌ etc. contrasted 
with preceding Várttikas omitted in the Cale. ed. ; I. 2, 50 (Kár. 2), अपर आह । गोण्या 
Ya cte, contrasted with the preceding Karika; I. 4, 51, अपर "HTg | प्रधानकर्मण्याख्येये 
etc. (commented on up to कवयो विदुः Kâr. 1-4) contrasted with the preceding Kfrika. 

29 VI. 4. 22. Compare note 108. 

ns Such Kárikás are met with at or near the beginning of the Bháshya on I. 4, 51 
(the two first Kâr. of the Calc. ed.) ; JIT. 3. 1. (Kar. 1. 2. ; the last Karika is left with- 
out comment) ; IV. 1, 3. 54. 78, (the first four Kárikás stand at the beginning, before 
the first Varttika ; the following nine after the second Várttika of the Calcutta 
edition, which, in the Bháshya, however. is the fourth) ; 92. 165 ; V. 2, 45; VI, 1, 108. 
In the middle of the discussion on I. 1, 57 ; 1V. 1, 98; V. 1, 19; 2, 94, Kár. 2 (before 
the seventh Várttika of the Calc. ed.) ; VIL. 4, 46 (Kar. 1). 
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identical in character with the Várttikas of Kátyáyana; and even 
Patanjali's commentary on them follows the same method that he 
observes in his comment on the Várttikas.' '* 


THE METHOD OF PATANJALIS GREAT COMMENTARY. 


This method is analogous to that which has become familiar 
through the classical commentaries of Sankara on the Upanishads, of 
Meahatithi and Kullüka on Manu, of Sáyana on the Vedas, of Vijnüne$- 
wara on Yájnavalkya, and so on. Its character chiefly consists in 
establishing, usually by repetition, the correct reading of the text, in 
explaining every important or doubtful word, in showing the connection 
of the principal parts of the sentence, and in adding such observations 
as may be required for a better understanding of the author. Patanjali 
even excels, in the latter respect, the commentaries instanced, for he 
frequently attaches his own critical remarks to thé emendations of 
Kátyáyana, often in support of the views of the latter, but not seldom, 
too, in order to refute his criticisms and to defend Panini; while, again, 
at other times, he completes the statement of one of them by his own 


additional rules. 
REPETITION OF KARIKAS. 


Now this method Patanjali strictly follows in his comment on the 
Karikas I am alluding to. As they nearly always constitute a whole 
verse, and as such a verse is generally too complicated an assemblage 
of words to be thoroughly intelligible without being interrupted by some 
explanatory remark, it seldom happens that the comment of Patanjali 
does not begin till he has given the whole verse in its uninterrupted 
order. Nor is it often that so many words of the Káriká as constitute 
half a verse remain together in the Bháshya, though it is obvious that 
half a verse is more likely to afford undivided matter for comment than 
a whole one. The rule, therefore, is, that small portions of the Karika, for 
the most part of the extent of an ordinary Varttika, are, like so many 
Várttikas, separately commented upon by Patanjali, and that in all such 
instances we have to gather the scattered parts of the Karika from 
amongst the commentatorial interruptions of Patanjali, in order to see 
that, put; together, they form a verse,— 8 Sloka, an Indravajra, a Dodb- 
aka, an Arya, or the like.!!^ This trouble we are frequently saved, 


u Kárikás of this description occur in the Bháshya at or near the beginning of 
the commentary on J, 1, 19; 2,.9. 17. 18. 50 (Kar, 1); III. 2, 115; IV. 1, 10 (the Varttika 
of the Calc. ed. on this Stra is no Varltika but Bhishya) ; 8, 60, 84, 184; V. 3. 83; 
VI. 1, 77 (Kar. 1). 158; 2,1; 8, 46; 4, 3. 46. 128; VII. 1, 21. 40. 73 Kâr. 1). 96; 2, 107; 
3, 8 (Kar. 1). 86; VIIT. 1, 69 (?) ; 2, 25. 55, 58 (Kar. 1. 2); 8, 88; 4, 08.— In the middle, at 
1. 2, 51; 4, 21 (=111. 3, 161); 111. 2, 57. 139; IV. 1, 18. 32 (the second Várbtika of the 
Cale. ed. 18 no Várttika but Bháshya on the last part of the Kárik4) ; 2, 8 (the second 
Varttika of the Cale, ed, is misedited ; it runs thus: इष्ट सामनि जाते वाप्यण्डिद्द्विवां 
विधीयत) 45 ; V. 2, 80; VI. 4, 12. 62. 74 ; VII. 1, 9; 2, 102; 8, 8 (Kar. 2 and 3).-- Towards 
the end, at IV. 1, 120,—1n several of these instances there are no other Várttikas to 
the Sütra besides the Káriká, which is then the subject of the whole commentary, 
e.g., at IV. 8, 60. 84 ; VI. 4, 46, 128; VII. 1, 21; 8, 86. 4 

119 The texbof the whole verse of Kárikás of this class is given before ‘the’ 
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either by the author of the Great Commentary himself, or by the 
attentive copyists of his work,as he or they usually repeat, at the end 
of the gloss on the Várttikas, the whole Karika in its metrical integrity. 
Sometimes, however, they omitted to do this; and if I may judge from 
the copy of the Mahábháshya in the possession of the Library of the 
Home Government for India, the Calcutta Pandits, who published an 
edition of Panini, have, in some instances, supplied the apparent defect 
of this manuscript. !'* 


comment of Patanjali, at I, 2, 81 ; V. 2, 94. Kar. 2; WI. 4, 46 ; VIII. 4, 68. There occur 
half verses of the Kárikás without commentatorial interruptions, e.g. at I. 4, 21 (=I. 
3, 160). 51; IT. 2. 97. 115 ; IV. 1, 3. 10. 32, 98. 105 ; 2,8. 45; V. 2,89 ; VI. 4, 8. 12. 63. 
128 ; VII. 1, 9. 96; 2, 102, 107 ; 3, 3. 86,—Both !modes are combined at VIITL.3, 45 (a 
Kar, of the third category) where Patanjali first comments on the textof the first 
Káriká, which is given without any interruption; then on the first half of thesecond 
Kárik4 ; then on the second half of the second and the first half of the third Káriká, 
both given together; then on thesecond half of the third; and lastly, on the first 
half of the fourth Káriká. The comment on ‘the second half of the fourth Kariké 


follows first after the words सिद्ध a a समासे, and {then after the words प्रतिषेधार्थस्तु 


"uet उयम्‌.-- 1016 manner in which the great majority of these K&rikásis interrupted 


in the Mahábháshya may be guessed from a very few instances which have escaped 
the garbling process of the Calcutta editors; from IV. 1, 120, where the four Vürtti- 
kas are the literal text of the Káriká; and from V. 8, 83, where the first five Vártti- 
kas constitute the Kárikà. Tho injudiciousness of giving these Kürikás on all other 
occasions, without indicating the manner in which they have arisen from a number 
of short Várttikas, requires no remark after the feregoing explanation; but this 
proceeding becomes still more subject to censure, when some portions of the Káriká 
are given as Várttikas and others are omitted, or ascribed to other works than the 
Bháshya, while the Karik4, nevertheless, is printed as belonging to the latter work, 
For it becomes evident that, in all such cases, there was not even a principle which 
guided the so-called selection or quotation of the works whence the Várttikas are 
taken. Thus at IV. 1, 32 the Calcutta edition gives the Káriká, but only the last 
portion of it as Vârttika— mistaking, moreover, the words of the commentary वा 


छुन्दासि जुग्वक्तब्यः for the Kárikü-Várttika, which runs thus: वा छुन्दासि मुग्भवेत्‌.-- 
A similar mis-edition of the second Varttika to 19५, 2, 8, and the attributing to the 
Kárika of the fitth Várttika, make it impossible to see that tho Varttikas 2—5 form, 
in the Mahábháshya, the.text of the printed Kárik&.—In ascribing the third and the 
fifth Varttika of V. 3, 89 to the Siddhánta-Kaumudi, the editors obscure the 
origin of tho KfrikA to this Sütra, which repeats the text of the first five 
Virttikas, such as they occur in the Bhashya.—At VIII. 2, 25 the same 
edition does not allow us to perceive more than the first stop of the first Kárik&, 
while it gives the three Kfrikas in full, —I may mention, too, that there is no such 
Káriká In the Bháshya as that printed at VI. 4, 19. It certainly was very tempting 


to roll up into a Bloka the words of Patanjali, तुकप्रसञ्येत, which explain the second 
Varttika तुक्प्रसङ्कश्व, together with the three other Várttikas which belong to ४६७४६ 


yana; but there is no evidence to show that Patanjali made this verse; nor does it 
occur in the Kásik& or the Siddhánta-kaumudi,—For one Kárika Patanjali seems, 
indeed, to be himself answerable, forthe Varttikas to VIII. 1,69 merely contain the 
material for the first fourth and the second half of the Káriká, which occurs at the 
end of his Bháshya on this Sütra, It is possible, however, under the circumstances, 
that this Kfrika may be one of the summary class. See note 105. 

7 Dir Ballantyne's edition of the first Pada of the first Adhyáya of the Maha- 


bháshya, and the MS. of the E: I, H., whieh have-the four Várttikas.to I.1, 57-चित्यः 
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18 AUTHORS OF THE COMMENTED KARIKAS. 


INSTANCES OF WORKS WHICH ARE WRITTEN IN VERSE AND 
COMMENTED ON, IN PROSE, BY THEIR OWN AUTHORS. 


The foregoing remarks sufficiently express my views on these com- 
mented Kárikás, Where the authorship of * another,” or of the Sloka- 
varttika-kdra, is distinctly mentioned by Patanjalior Kaiyyata, I see 
noreasonto doubt that the Kárikás to which this remark applies are 
neither Patanjali’s nor Kátyáyana's. When the Kárikás are part of 
thearguments of the Bháshya itself, it seems certain, as in the case of 
the analogous Kárikás without comment, that their author is Patanjali ; 
but when they have entirely the character of Várttikas— which will 
later be deflned- they are undoubtedly the composition of K&tyáyana; 
and such, I hold, is the view of Kaiyyata and Nágojibhatta also. For 
though it is no part of their task to specify the authorship of the Karikas, 
except when sucha remark is essential to their gloss, they, nevertheless, 
have done so occasionally; and when thus we find that they plainly 
ascribe some of these commented Kárikás either to the author of the 
Varttikas or the author of the Great Commentary, as the case may be, 
we must be allowed to infer that they entertained a similar opinion on 
other Kárikàs which would fall under either of the heads I have 
mentioned above.''? Nor need we hesitate at the idea of a poetical 


परयणादेशः (MS. परयणादेशे नित्यः | comm...... | परश्चासौ व्यवस्थया comm... F- 
पत्संभवो नास्ति | ०००... ... बहिरिङ्गन सिध्यति comm. । do not repeat these words with- 


out interruptions in order to show their Kárik& nature ; and the same remark applies 
tothe MS, with regard to the commented Eárikás I. 2,51; 4, 21, 51 ; IV. 1, 8. 32.78. 
99. 98, 120. 165 ; 2, 45 ; 3, 60, 124; V. 1, 19 ; 2, 89. 45. 94 (Kar. 2) ; 8, 82; VI, 1, 158; 4, 46, 
69. 74. 128; VIL. 1, 90 ; 4, 46, (Kâr. 1) ; VHI, 2, 25. 55. 58 (K&r. 1, 2); 3, 45 ; 4, 08. Tho 
repetition of some of these Küriká-Várttikas has no doubt been omitted, because 
ihe commentary of Patanjali allowed the whole verse or halfa verse of this text to 
remain uninterrupted (see note 115). In the Caleutta edition all these Kfrikas are 
given in their metrical integrity. 
1: Thus, on the first four Kárikás to IV. 1,78, Nágojibhat (a observes: एते छोका 
, भाष्यकृत एय न वात्तिक्रकृतः- which words, moreover, plainly intimate that there exist 
Kárik&s composed by Kátyàyana; orin the latter part of Kaiyyata’s comment on 
the Kárikà to VI. 1, 103 we read :.... ...इत्यादिना विशिष्टमेव araga भाष्यका- 
रेणाश्रितम्‌.--11 his comment on the Kfrikh to 1V. 3. 60, Nágojibhatta, in referring 
to the remark of Patanjali, सुखपाश्च इत्येताभ्यां तसन्ताभ्या मीयप्रत्यय्रो बक्तव्यः (which 
words explain the beginning of the second KArikA) observes: भाष्ये तसन्ताभ्यामिति 
af e 
के 'आपत्वात्समासः ; and on a further remark of Kaiyyata : पकृतवात्तिकपयाजनमाह. 
On the afix तवै in tho second Kariké to VL. 1, 158, Nagojibhatta remarks : वात्तिके 
> D ifa 
तवैग्रहणं quie; on the first Kárikà to ४1.2, 1: .... नियमा ऽसिद्ध zà 
वात्तिकार्थ:; on Kaiyyata tothe first Kûârikå to VI. 8, 46: श्रन्यपकृतिरिति वात्ति कस्थमन्म 
शब्द are ; on Kaiyyata to the second fourth of Káriká 1. to VI. 4, 12: चात्ति के खुटीवि 
860९, ; ona various reading in the second Káriká to VIT. 3, 86: वात्तिके saa ड्रति पाठे, 
ete,—In his gloss on the Kárik& to VIII. 4, 68, Kaiyyata says : तस्य विबृतोपदेशादन्यत्रापि 
e à 
विवृतापदेशः सवणेम्रहगणाथे इति aft ककृता पूवमेव प्तिपादितम्‌. 
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AUTHORS OF KARIKAS WITH IMPERFECT COMMENT, 19 


author of Várttikas. Not only were whole grammatical works, ancient 
and modern, written in verse,!!* but it ig a common occurrence with 
scientific commentators in India, that they cannot resist the tempta- 
tion of running into verse, even at the risk of endangering their prosaic 
task. We need only remember another celebrated author of Várttikas, 
Kumárila, who writes alternately in Sloka and prose. It might seem 
more remarkable that Patanjali should write in verse and comment 
upon this himself; but Mádhava affords an analogous instance in his 
Jaiminiya-nyáya-málá-vistára ; Viswanátha-Panehánana wrote a com- 
mentary in prose, the Siddhántamuktávali, on his metrical exposition 
of the Vaiseshika Philosophy, the Bhásháparichchheda ; Daivajnaráma 
explained in prose his versified Mubtirtachintamani; Vardhamána did 
the same with his Ganaratnamahodadhi; and many more instances 
could be adduced to show that there is nothing striking, or even 
remarkable, iu the assumption that Patanjali composed grammatical 
verses and commented on them iu prose.'2° 


AUTHORS OF THE KARIKAS WITH IMPERFECT COMMENT 
IN TRE MATIABHASHYA OF PATANJALI. 


After the foregoing observations, the authorship of those Kárikás, 
which, apparently, form a. third category, can create no difficulty so 
faras Kátyáyana is concerned. They were neither written by him, 
nor before his time. The manner in which Patanjali comments on them, 
and their very contents, show that they caunot be assimilated to 
Ká&ty&yana's Karikas, which, as I mentioned before, are dealt with 
by him in the same manner as the Várttikas in prose. There is either 


n For instance, the Pániniya-Sikshá and the Rik-Pratigakhya. 


A valuable contribution to these instances by Dr. Fitz-Edward Hall. 


u? I owe to the kindness of Dr. Fitz-Edward Hall an extract from his “ Contri- 
bution towards an Index to the Bibliography of the Indian Philosophical system,” 
which mentions besides Viswanátha-Panchánana, eleven authors who wrote twelve 
works in verse and commented on them in prose. As this extract is, on other 
grounds, of considerable interest, I will, with Dr. Hall's permission. forestall the 
arrival in Europe of his important work, and here subjoin the substance of his 
communication. He names in it, besides the author of tho Bhaska-parichchheda— 1, 
Jivarája-Dikshita, who wrote the 'larka-kásiká (on the Vaiseshika) in verse, and 
a commentary on it in prose, the Tarka-manjari; 2. Vidy&ürangáchürya, the 
author of the Vedántádhikarana-málá (in verse) and a prose exposition interspersed ; 
3. Prakasdnanda or Anantdnandukrishya (?), the author of the Siddhántamuktá- 
vali; 4. Vásudeva-Brahma-Prasdda, the author of the Sachchidánandánubhaya- 
pradipika; 5. Lakshmadhara-Kavi, who wrote the Adwaita-makaranda ; 6. 
Sankarachdrya, to whom the Atmabodha is ascribed, and likewise a comment on 
it, entitled Ajnanabodhini ; 7. Sankaránanda, the author of the’ Atmapurána and 
a comment on it, the Atmapurana-dipika; 8. Appayya-Dikshita, the author of the 
Brahmatarkastava and the Brahmatarkastavavivarana; 9. 10, Vallabháchárya, the 
author of tho Pushtipraváhamaryádibheda and a Vivarana on it, and likewise of 
the Antahkaranaprabodha and a Vivriti on it; 1l. Gangádharasaraswati, the 
nuthor of the Siddhántasüktimanjari (an abridgement of the Siddhántalesa and 8 
Prakiida of it; and 12. Govindasdstrin, who wrote the Atharvanaráhasya and a 
commentary on it,—All these works (except the first) treat on the Vedánta; their 
text is in verse and their commentary in prose, 
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80 AUTHORS OF KARIKAS WITII IMPERFECT COMMENT. 


scarcely any comment on the Kárikás of this class, or his comment 
assumes more the nature of a general exposition, which is intended to 
work out the sense of the Káriká, but noy to give, at the samo time, 
a gloss, iu the usual sense of this word.’ In short, a comparison of 
these Karikas with those of the two other classes, must lead to the 
conclusion that, in reality, they are no separate class, but belong either 
toone or the other. They are partly Patanjali's own arguments 
expressed in verse and amplified in prose, 01 the corpi E that 
* other ” grammarian whom we have encountered before. Tilers are, 
indeed, two of these Karikas which are distinctly ascribed by Patanjali 
ian, and a. third which quotes Kátyáyana, and cannot 


to this grammar! E 
therefore belong to this author of the Várttikas.!?! 


120 Thus the two half ~~ the two half verses of a Ki of a Káriká to I. 1, 38 (omitted in the Cale. ed.), are 
interrupted and accompanied by a brief remark, as will appear from the following 
i i Anus s 


quotation (ed. Ballantyne, p. 402) : कृत्तद्धितानां ग्रहणं तु कार्य संख्याविशेषं हाभिनिश्चिता ये 
(0786 halt verse) ॥ तेषां ' पृतिषेधो भवतीति वक्तव्यम्‌ | इहा मा भूत्‌। एको द्वौ बहव इति ॥ 
तस्मात्स्वरादिग्रदणं च काये कृत्तद्धितानां ग्रहणं च पाठे (second.half verse) पाठेनेयमव्ययसज्ञा 
क्रियते सेह न पासोति । परमोच्चेः परमनीचेरिति.--101० Bháshya on the first two half versos 
of the Karika to III. 1, 123 (which are left uninterrupted), merely ८0५8. of the 
words: निष्टक्यं चिन्वीत पशुकामः; on the following portion, ण्यादेकस्माच्चतुभ्यः क्यप्‌, 
of the instances : देवहूयः | qaña: | उन्नीयः उच्छिष्यः। ; on agma यतो AfA: ०! the 
instances मयेः (amaha: । खन्यः, and the like on the last half verse.—The comment 
on the Kavika to IV, 2, 18 runs thus अथवा gura भवः कौमारः । यथेवं कौमारी सार्येति न 
सिध्यति पुंयोगादभिधानं भविष्यति ॥ Raa भार्या STRICT, — The whole Bháshya on the 
Kárikás to VI. 4, 120, is the following; on the first half verse: छुन्दस्यमिचारपीति 
वक्तब्म्‌ किं पृयोजनम्‌। अनेश ; and on the rest, which is given without any interrup- 
tion: श्रनित्यो ऽयं fafattfa.—The Kárikà to VI. 4, 149, which also is given entire— 
up to तथा, which is preceded only by the word श्रन्तिपदू--15 followed by these 
words: ग्रान्तियं च दूरके सूर्या 1० Bháshya on the whole continuous first Káriká 
to VIII. 8, 45, consists of these words : व्यपेक्षासामथ्य पूर्वयोगः । न चान्न व्यपेक्षासामध्ये । 
किं पुनः कारणम्‌ | पूर्वस्मिन्योगे व्यपेक्षासामथ्यमाश्रीयते न पुनरेकार्थीभावो यथान्यत्र ; on the 
first half of the second, the Bháshya runs : ऐकाथ्ये सति वाक्य पत्वं न स्यात्‌। सर्पिष्करोति | 
aft: करोतीति ; on the uninterrupted second half and first half of the third Karika ; 
यदि करृदन्तमेतत्तता ऽध्रिकस्य पत्वं न पृम्मोति । किं कारणं । पृत्ययग्रहणे यस्मात्स तदादेप्रहणं 
भवतीति वाक्ये ऽपि aft’ न प्राझोति । परमसर्पिप्करोति ; on the second half of the third 


Karika : यदयमनुत्तरपदस्थस्पेति प्रतिषेधं शास्ति तज्ज्ञापयत्याचायेः। भवति वाक्यो विभाषेति ; 
fourth KArikA, ete. 


121 The Kárikás to I, 1, ?8; VI. 4, 149; and VIII. 3, 45, belong, in all probability, 
to Patanjali, and those to 111. 1, 123; 2, 118. 123 (Kâr. 2) ; IV. 2, 13; and VI. 4, 120, 
to the “other” grammarians. The Káriká to III. 1, 123, is distinctly introduced by 


Patanjali with the words श्रपर ATe.— The third Kfriké to III. 2, 123, which has no 
other comment than the words हिमवानपि गच्छुति, is thus introduced, by. hí, to- 
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PARIBHASHAS, 81 


PARIBHASHAS.—DEFINITION OF THE WORD. ITS DIFFERENCE 
FROM SANJNA. 


Another and very important class of grammatical writings fre- 
quently adverted to in the Mahábháshya is familiar to Hindu gram- 
mariaus under the name of Paribháshás. They do not amend and criticize, 
but teach the proper application of, the rules of Panini. While the 
Sanjná-rules explain the technical terms of his work, the Paribháshás 
explain the general principles, according to which the Sütras are to be 
applied. Thus, when Panini or other grammarians teach the meaning 
of the terms Guna, Vriddhi, Upasarga, Gati, Dwandwa, etc, the rules 
devoted to this purpose are Sanjná-rules ; but when Panini says, “Ifa 
grammatical element in the Sütras has the mute letter m, this anuban- 
dha indicates that such an element has to be added after the last vowel 
of the radical or base with which it is to be joined;" or if he States, 
“The sixth case in a Sütra means that, instead of that which is 
expressed by this case, something else, enjoined by the Sütra,is to be 
substituted,"—such rules are Paribháshá-rules.!** 


DEFINITION OF PARIBHASHA AS GIVEN BY THE PURUSHOTTAMA- 
VRITTI-TIKÁ AND VAIDYANATHA. 


A Paribháshá contains either a special mark, which enables the 
reader to recognise at once the Sütra to which it refers, or it is deliver- 
ed without such a criterion. In the latter case, it is matter of discrimi- 
nation to see whether it applies unconditionally or conditionally to a 
given Sütra. In explaining, for instance (I. 1, 3), that *whenever Guna 
or Vriddhi is the subject of a rule, these terms are used in reference to 
the vowels i, 2, u, है, ri, ri, and Iri only,” Panini, by these technical 
terms, gives us the power of distinguishing at first sight, as it were, the 
Sütras affected by this Paribháshá. But when he says (I. 1, 54), On @ 
rule is given in reference to something which follows, it concerns 


gether with the two preceding and the two following verses: 219% alg: l नास्ति 


वर्तमानः काल इति । अपि चात्र छोकानदाहरन्ति.। न वर्तेते, ००. Compare note 107.—The 
first Kárikà to UI. 3, 118, explicitly refers to Kátyáyana, in quoting his second 


Vartika to this Sütra. s E 
122 Compare I. 1, 1. 2. etc., and other Sütras marked in the edition संज्ञापदेशः; 


and I. 1, 47. 49. and other Sütras marked there परिभाषासूत्रम. ` But the Calcutta 
editors have failed in accuracy, also, in this respect. Thus the rule I. 1, 21, 
श्राद्यर्तवदेकस्मिन , is marked by them as an अतिदेशः, but Patanjali calls it distinctly 
परिभाषा; or 1. 1, 00, श्रणुदित्सवर्णस्य चापूत्ययः, has their mark संज्ञापदेशः, but is called 
by Katyfyana himself a Paribháshá (ed. Ballantyne, p. 763); or 1. 1. 72, येन विघिस्त- 
दन्तस्य is marked by them संज्ञापुदेश, but Patanjali likewise calls it à Paribhasha (ed. 
Ballantyne, p. 872): द्वयोः परिभाषयोः सावकाशयाः खमवस्थितयोराद्यन्तवदेकस्मिन्येन विधिस्तद- 
raat च । इयमिह परिभाषा भविष्यति आद्यल्तवदेकस्सिन्निति । इयं च न भविष्यति येन 
चिधिस्तदुन्तस्येसि; etc. CY ३७४४... ac 20 : ea 


11 
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Y inning of such a following element,” it is for the reader 
Berube Nor s Paribháshá prevails unconditionally at, and is an 
essential part of, for instance, rule VII. 2, 83, or not. Again, S Ben a 
Paribháshá (I. 4, 2) teaches that If two rules connected with one 
another, but of a different purport, apparently apply to the Same case, 
the later rule only is valid,” itis left to his judgment to teate SRG 
it may be applicable or not to rule VII. 3, 103, for instance. 


VAIDYANATHA'S DISTINCTION BETWEEN PARIBHASHAS FOUNDED — ; 
ON JNAPAKA, AND PARIBHASHAS FOUNDED ON NYAYA. 


The Paribháshás, however, which are to be the subject of the 
following remarks, are not those given by Pánini himself : they are the 
Paribháshás met with in the Great Commentary of Patanjali, and have 
been defined by Vaidyandtha, surnamed Páyagunda, in his gloss ‘on the 
Paribháshendusekhara of Nágojibhatta, surnamed the Upádhyáya, as 
“axioms (the existence and authority of) which are established by 
certain Sütras of Panini, and axioms (the existence and authority of) 
which are established by the method that governs other works, but is 
applicable to Panini also.” Hach of these categories has been taught, 
as they state, by “older grammarians, in the shape of Sütras;" the 
former however, Vaidyanatha observes, prevail in number and authority 
over the latter. In other words, these Paribhashas are, according to 
the grammarians quoted, special axioms referring to Panini exclusively, 
and general axioms which avail for his Grammar as well as for other 
works. The "certain" Sütras of Panini which indicate that such 
Paribháshás are in existence and are required for a proper application 
of the rules, are called Jnápaka, and the method of other authors which 
indicates that those Paribhashis are applicable as well to them as to 
Panini, bear the name of Nyaya.'** We shall see, however, that this 


123 Purushottama-vritti-téka on Panini, I. 1, 8: परि सर्वेशास्त्र उपयुक्ता वाणी भाषा 
सा परिभाषा सा च लिङ्गवती विध्यङ्गरोषभूता च । या लिङ्गद्वाराभावे (MS. BIH No. 224, 
^ar) नोपयुज्यते सा लिङ्गवती । या aaa विधिवाक्य उपयुज्यते amu । सापि 

friend » ex ^ S ` ^ 

काचिद्विधेरज्ञभूता यां विना विधिवांक्यान्न व vata । यथा | are: परस्येति (1. 1, 50 । न 
(018, म) हि तद्विना ईदास इति (४11. 2, 88) qadd । काचिच्च विधिशेषभूता । विपतिषेधे 
परमिति (1. 4, 2) श्रविरोधे वृक्षेष्वित्यादा झल्येत्वमव्याहतमेव (comp. VIL, 8, 103) विरोधविषये तु 
एुच्वात्परं (MS. wani) कारयतीति. The explanation of the Kasika—which in general 
is much more lucid, and on the whole not more extensive than the compiled gloss of 
the Calcutta edition—runs thus on the word विप्रतिषेध (I. 4, 2) :विरोधा विपतीषेधः ॥ यन्न 
दवौ पूसङ्गावन्या्थावेकस्मिन्युगपत्पाप्नुतः स विपतिषेधः | तुल्यबलविरोधो विपृतिषेधः, 

12 Paribhüshendusekhara, in the introduction : पाचीनवैयाकरण॒तन्त्रे वाचनिकान्यत्र 

n ` ° 
पाणिनीये तन्त्रे ज्ञापकन्यायसिद्धानि भाष्यवात्तिकयोनि बद्धानि यानि परिभापारूपाणि तानि 
व्याख्यायन्ते Paribháshendusekhara-Kasiká of Vaidyanátha on these vus प्राचीनेति i 
gadai: । वाचनिकानि । सूत्ररूपेण पठितानि । श्रत्र aay) पुवमग्रे ऽपि MÈRE 
पायेणेष्यादिः। तथा च वाचनिकानामपि तत्सहचरितानां संग्रहः । rufum 
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- -PARIBHASHAS FOUNDED ON NYAYA. à 88 


definition, to be..correct, will have to be modifled ; and I may mention, 
besides, that older commentators, Kaiyyata, for instance, merely speak 
of Paribháshás and Nyáyas, not of Paribháshás founded on Nyáyas; 


' while the author of the Paribháshendusekhara himself frequently gives 


the name of Nyáya to those Paribháshás which, according to his 


introductory words, are such as are founded on Ny&ya.! ** 


(MS. E.L.M. No, 490: न्यायसिद्धा ऽज्ञा०) पावल्येनाभ्यहि तत्वाज्जञापकशव्दस्य gg पूर्थनिपातः 
> (SO 
(comp, 11. 2, 34, v, 3) । तत्रेतच्छास्रीयलिज्ठ* ज्ञापकम्‌ | एतच्छास्रलोकतन्त्रान्तरपसिद्धयुक्ति- 


न्याय: | सूत्रपाठस्थपरिभाषाणामत्रान्याख्यानाय प्राचीनाक्तानां कासांचिदपामाण्याय चाह MAR 
ete, 


On the difficulty which these terms have caused to the native grammarians. 
Uncritical state of the Calcutta edition of Panini on this point. 


12 The Lagluparibháshávritti is therefore divided into a gloss on what we may 
call the Paribháshás proper and a gloss on the न्यायमूलाः परिभाषाः which comprise 
twenty-eight axioms. This distinction is somewhat obscured in the Paribhá- 
shendusekhara, where both categories are mentioned in the introduction (comp. 
the preceding noto), but afterwards treated promiscuously, The Calcutta 
edition has, in most instances, correctly appended the Paribhishé to the Sütra 
which is its Jnápaka: thus the P. निदि श्यमानस्यादेशा भवन्ति which is required for 
the proper application of, e.g., the Sütra VI. 4, 180 ; VII. 2, 101, ete. is correetly ap- 
pended in this edition to the Jnépaka-Sfttra Y, 1,49; the P. नानुबन्घकृतमनेकाल्त्वम्‌ 
which applies e.g. to VI. 4, 127, to the Jn4paka I. 1, 65; the ?. सकृद्ग तो विपृतिषेथे 


यद्वाधितं तद्वाधितमेव which applies e.g. to VI, 4, 105 combined with VIL. 1, 35, to the 
Jnápaka V. 4, 2, and so on. Sometimes, however, the editors have appended the Pa- 
ribháshá to the Sütra for the interpretation of which it is required, but not to the 
Juüpaka rule where it ought to have been placed ; e.g. the P. विकरणेभ्यो नियमो बली- 
यान्‌ applies to I. 3, 12, but its Jndpaka is I. 3,43; or the P. नानुबन्धक्ृतमतेजन्तत्वम्‌ 
is required for the proper interpretation of I. 1 20 ; VI. 1, 45, ete., but its Jnipaka is 
III. 4, 19 etc. In some instances the authorities named differ as to the Jndpaka of a 
Paribháshá; thus the P. WAAAEU ATP ग्रहणम is indicated according to the 
Pariblvishendusekhara which invokes the authority of Patanjali by the Jndpaka 
I. 1, 72; according to the Laghuparibhéshavritti, by the Jnápaká I. 1,984; the Cale. 
editors have placed it under 1. 1, 08.—The P. पूकृतिवदनुकरणं भवति is indicated, 
according to the first named work, by the Jnápaka VI. 4, 59) according to the second, 
by the Jnápaka I. 3, 18; the editors have appended it to VIII, 2, 46, which Sütra, 
however, merely illustrates its applicability. Many other instances of this kind 
might be alleged in order to show that the matter is one of great difficulty to the 
Hindu grammarians themselves,and that in this respect, also, much scope is left 
fora future conscientious editor of Panini. That the Paribháshás are not met 
with at the end of Patanjali's Bháshya to a 91678, requires no further observation 
after the statement of note 109; for they are an essential portion of the arguments 
of his discussion.-—The term न्याय is applied six times to Paribháshás by the Calcutta 
editors (viz, at the Sûtras I. 1, 28. 42. 47 ; twice II, 1, 1 ; III. 1, 12) ; but if they follow- 
ed the Paribháshá collections quoted, they ought to have marked in a similar manner 
several axioms which are given by them simply as Paribháshás. At all events, 
they ought not to have called the same axiom नभिवयुक्तम Nyáya at III, 1, 12, and 
Paribhashd, at VI. 1, 71; and since they repeated it in orderto show its application, 
they might have mentioned it also at VI. 1, 185, where it likewise occurs in the 
commentary of Patanjali, » 
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84 PARIBHASHAS ANTERIOR TO THE VARTTIKAS OF KATYAYANA, 
PARIBHASHAS WHICH ARE ANTERIOR TO THE VARTTIKAS OF 
KATYAYANA, : 


adverting to the chronological relation in which these 
axioms stand to Pánini and Katyayana, we are, in the first place, en- 
abled to decide that Paribháshás of this kind must have existed before 
the Varttikas of Kátyáyana, for the latter quotes such UL ae in 
his Várttikas. ° Another question, however, is, whether thee? ari- 
bhashas which existed before Kátyáyana existed also before. &nini, 
and whether we should be justified in looking upon the Paribháshás 
collected in the. Paribhashendusekhara, „the Paribhâshâsangraha, 
and similar works, as the original Paribhashas to the Sütras of Panini. 
If we believed Vaidyanatha’s definition of the two categories of 
Paribhüshás, and of the distinction he establishes between Jndpaka 
and Nyáya, as just mentioned, it would become very ou that 
the Paribhashas were composed after the Grammar of ánini, and 
"by another grammarian than Pánini, since there is no evidence to show 
that he wrote other Paribháshás than those which are embodied in his 
own Sütras ; and if we assumed that the collections of Paribháshás made 
and commented upon by Nágojibhatta, Siradeva, and Others; are the 
original collections, there would bea certainty that the * older gram- 
marians," whom the former quotes as his authority, did not precede 
Panini, for one, or perhaps two, of these axioms, mentioned in each of 
these collections, distinctly refer to him,!*? 


In now 


NONE OF THE PARIBHASHA COLLECTIONS IN EXISTENCE IS 
THE ORIGINAL COLLECTION OF PARIBHASHAS. 


There are, however, reasons which must induce us to doubt the 
originality of the Paribháshás contained in these collections, and to 
doubt too the strict correctness of Vaidyanatha’s definition. In the first 
place, because these collections, each of which appears to be entitled to 
equal authority, differ in the number, and evenin the wording, of the 
Paribháshás which they contain, though they coincide in giving all those 


n° A Várttika to I. 1, 65, which has disappeared in the Calcutta edition, says: 
'अन्त्यविज्ञानात्सिद्धमिति चेन्नानर्थके ऽलो ऽन्त्यविधिरनभ्यासविकारे ; its last words मामर्थके, 


etc., are a Paribháshá, as results from the Bhishya on this Vürttika: 


भ्रन्त्यविज्ञात्सिद्धमिति चेत्‌ । सन्न । कि कारणम्‌ । नानर्थके ऽलो ऽन्त्यस्य विधिरनभ्यासविकारे । 


agai sat ऽन्त्यस्य विधिनत्येषा परिभाषा कर्तव्या | किमविशेषेण । नेत्याह । भ्रमभ्यासविकारे, 
Compare also asimilar instance, in note 137. 


v The ParibhAsh to IV. 1, 82 : अकृतध्यूहाः पाणिमीयाः and the P. to VIII. I. 1, 
पूर्वत्रासिद्धीयमदित्वे, which is perhaps, founded on the Sütra VIII. 2,1; butas the ex- 


pression {anergy need not be a quotation from P&nini, it would not be safe to 
founda conclusion on it with the same certainty as on the word पाणिमीयाः. Tor 


this reason I do not lay stress on another Paribhisahi which occurs in the Paribhd- 
shárthasangrahavyákhyáchandriká and the Laglwparibháshavritti, and is founded on 


VIL 4, 2. पूर्वश्नासिद्ध न स्थानिवत्‌ (its wording in the Laghup, , पूर्वत्रासिद्धीये न 
स्थानिवत्‌ 1 erroneous. Compare note 182.) Mecsas 
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PARIBHASHAS OF PATANJALI. 85 
Paribháshás which' especially concern us here.’ It is not probable, 
that the original collection of Paribháshás was any of those 
eserved in manuscript But there is more ground to confirm this 
doubt. The Paribhishenduselchara states, in its introduction, that it is 
going to explain “ the axioms explicitly mentioned by the older gram- 
marians...and recorded in the Bhashya and the Varttikas ;"— whereupon 
Vaidyanatha comments : * he older grammarians ' are Indra and so on ; 
means read in the shape of Sütras ;......in the 
of the Paribáshendusekhara, because it is not 
ibháshás which are embodied in Pánini's 
e older grammarians 


now pr 


Bháshya' says the author 
his intention to explain the Par 
Sütras, and because some of those mentioned by th 
carry no authority with them." ! १ 8 


PARIBHASHAS COMPOSED BY PATANJALI. 


the Paribháshás collected in the last-named 
works devoted to the same purpose, with the 
Great Oommentary itself, we find that they frequently call that a 
Paribháshá which is not a quotation made by Patanjali from authorities 
which preceded him, but simply a portion of his own argument. No 
doubt, when this great critic considered himself justified in laying down 
general principles, according to which certain Sütras are to be inter- 
preted or applied, such axioms of his are to all intents and purposes 
Paribhásás, but they are Paribháshás of his, not of the authorities who 
preceded him,'?? Aud this distinction we must draw in order to judge 


Now, if we compare 
work, and in the other 


of Paribháshás in the Paribháshendusekhara is 108; it may, bow- 
as several P. are contracted into one; in the Paribháshávcritti 
in the Leghuparibháshávritti and the Paribháshárthasangra- 
e 108 Paribháshás proper and 28 nyáyamíálzi: P., some of 
the latter being included in the 108 of the first named work. Another collection, 
which does not mention the name of the compiler, but bears the title of Pasinimata 
Paribháshá, has 123 Paribhashás. Eaeh of these collections has some 
al of the others. 


128 The number 
ever, be given as 112, 
of Siradeva it is 130; 
havydkhydchandrika there ar 


nugdmint 
Paribháshás which are not named in sever 


?? See note 124. 
1» J mentioned in note 109 that the absence or presence in the Bháshya of the 


quotational word इति affords no criterion in the case of the metrical Karikds. It is 
necessary to state now that this word is always met with when a Paribhasha is 
quoted by Patanjali, and its absence is therefore a safe mark that a genersl axiom 
whieh oecurs in his commentary is one of his own ereation, A few instances chosen 
from the first chapters of the Mahábháshya will make good this assertion. We read 


in the Bháshya on I, 1, 20 (p. 395, ed. Ballantyne): दोष एवैतस्याः परिभाषायाः | क्षक्षण- 
प्रतिपदोक्तयाः पृतिपदोक्तस्यैवेति । गामादाग्रहणे ष्वविशेष इति (the former of these P. is 
omitted in the Cale. ed.); or at I. 1, 49 (p. 565) निर्दिश्यमानम्यादेशा भवन्सीत्येषा परिभाषा 
ete. ; orat 1. 1, 55 (p. 008) ग्रस्त्येषा परिभाषा | नानुबन्धकृतमनेकाल्स्व भवतीति ; or at 1. 1, 
15 (9. 977) wd af गाणमुख्यप्रामु र्ये कार्येसंपूर्‍यय इति ; or at 1. 2. 63 तज्ज्ञापयद्याचायः 
सर्वा amt विभाषयैकवद्‌भवतीति (not विभ पैक as in the Cale. ed); or at 1. 4. 2 विपृतिषेधे 
परमेव भवतीति तदैतदुपप्न भवति | aaa fud यदूबाधितं तद्बाधितमेवेति; Sion e 


the latter three instances the word zia ‘indicates that the preceding Words are 3 
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86 PARIBHASHAS COMPOSED BY PATANJALI. 


whether Patanjali originated an axiom merely for thé purpose of defend- 
ing Pánini, or whether the Sütra in question is boná fide entitled to the 
benefit of such a general rule, since it is certain that several of these 
axioms were invented at later periods, either to palliate the shortcom- 
ings of Pánini, or to make his rules so conveniently elastic as to extend 
from the time at which he lived down to a period of linguistic develop- 
ment, which could not but find them defective in many respects.' *! 
There is a material difference, therefore, between the Paribháshás 
contained in these collections, when taken as a whole, and the Pari- 
bháshás quoted by Patanjali ; and no conclusion becomes safe until we 
know which Paribháshás are quotations made by Kátyáyana and Patan- 
jali, and which belong to their authorship, or even to other and later 
works. It suffices for our present purpose to add, that neither the 
first Paribháshá already mentioned, which distinctly refers to Pánini, 
nor the second, is a Paribhasha quoted by Patanjali or Kátyáyana.!?* 


 Paribháshá, while in the first three instances the term itself is added, and इति 
afterwards. On the other hand, when we read at IEPA CPA OOS नैष 
दोषः । भवति हि बहुनी ax .णसंविज्ञानमपि । तद्यथा | चित्रवाससमानय ete.; or in the 
Bhashya on the same Sütra (p. 448) : कतेव्या SA aa: | बाधकान्येव हि निपातनानि भवन्ति, 
ihe words, बहुव्रीही मपि and aara are undoubtedly Patanjali’s own; and 
it may, in passing, be observed that the Paribháshendusekhara and the Cale. ed. 
have omitted the word f£ in giving these words as Paribháshás. Or when the 
Bháshya on the Várttika शतृशानचोश्व निमित्तभावात्तिङो 5भावस्तयारपवादत्वात्‌ (omitted in 
the Cale. ed), to 11. 3, 46, says: , . ,शतृशानचा तिडःडपवादे ते चात्र बाधको । न 'चापवाद- 
r a 
विषयमुत्सगों ऽभिनिविशते | पूर्व छपवादा अ्रभिनिविशन्ते पश्चादुत्सर्गाः । पृकल्प्य वापवाद- 
विषयं तत उत्सो ऽभिनिविशाते । न तावदत्र कदाचित्तिडडादेशे भवति ete, the word qR ^ ^ 
in 
ऽभिनिविशते are clearly a portion of Patanjali's general argument, and do not contain 
Paribháshás of older grammarians.—These instanees will illustrate the uncritical 
condition of the actual collections of Paribháshás. Some of these Paribháshás, 
moreover, are nothing else than Várttikas of Katyayana forming part of the discussion 
of the latter; they, too, are therefore not the oldest Paribh áshás, since, as we have 
seen above (note 120) Katyayana quotes a Paribháshà which must have preceded 


his Varttikas. Such Paribhasha-Varttikas, which are commented upon by Patanjali in 
the same manner as the Varttikas—while he generally contents himself with merely 


quoting a Paribháshà rule—are, for instance, the P. to I. 1,00 उभयनिर्देशे विपृति- 
पेधात्पन्ुमी निर्देशो ; or (०1.1, 72 : व्यपदेशिवदूभावोऽपातिपदिकेन; or ॐ. पदाङ्गाधिकारे qua 
च "तदुत्तरपदस्य च; or पृत्ययग्रहणं चापञ्चुम्याः, ete. Other Paribháshüs of the Paribhá- 
shendusekhara, etc, donot even represent the words of Patanjali, but merely the 
meaning of his general arguments ; ९.४., the P. givenat I. 2,9, प्जन्यवलक्तणप्रवृत्तिः, is 
the representative of the following words of the Bhishya: कृतकारि खल्वपि शास्त्र 


पर्जन्यवत्‌। तद्यथा । पंजन्यो यावदूनं पूणे च सर्वमभिवर्षति, ete.; and other Paribháshás, 
again,sofar as I was able to ascertain, do not occur at. all in the Bháshya ; e.g., the 
P. at I. 1, 62. 03; II. 3, 46 (par, 2), etc. 


431 Such Paribháshás are e.g., समासान्तविघिरनित्यः, at VI. 2. 197, and the nine 
` P, mentioned at IIT, 1, 79, by the Calcutta editors. $ 


£” Y" The Paribhüshá Srgqeqer पाणिनीयाः is mentioned in Kaiyyata's gloss on 
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PARIBHÀSHÂS ANTERIOR TO PÁNINI. 8 


THE OLDEST PARIBHASHAS ARE ANTERIOR TO THE GRAMMAR | 
OF PANINI. 


We are left, then, free to judge of the relative age of these axioms 
entirely from their contents, to weigh the probabilities which decide 
whether they could all have been written after Pánini or not. 
These probabilities strongly tend in favour of the latter alternative. 
For, however, many of these old Paribháshás may have been additions 
made after Panini’s, though before Patanjali’s, time, we still shall 
have to admit that without a great number of them, 8 proper appli- 
cation of his rules is absolutely impossible. Without them, many 
rules would become open to equivocations and doubts, nay, to such 
Serious objections, that it is hardly possible to conceive a gram- 
marian of the mould of Pánini handing his work to his contempor- 
aries in a condition so needlessly precarious, and so little creditable 
to his skill.! Nevertheless, if he had delivered his grammar entirely 


the Bhashya to IV. 1, 82, but not by Patanjali. The 9. पूर्वत्रासिद्वीयमद्विर्वचने is, in my 
opinion, a portion of Patanjali's own argument, when commenting on the 10th 
V&árttika (of the Calcutta edition), to VIII. 1, 1, as results from the following 


quotation : ............ पौनःपुन्यं पौनःपुनिक इति । अपातिपदिकत्वात्तद्धितोत्पत्तिन स्यात्‌ । 
यदि aff स्थाने द्विवचनं राजा वाकवाकपदस्थेति (?) नलोपादीनि न सिध्यन्ति । इदमिह 
agama द्विवचनं क्रियतां नलेपादीनीति | किमत्र कर्तव्यम्‌ । परत्वान्नलोपादीनि पूर्वत्रासिद्धे 
नलोपादीनि सिद्धासिद्धयाश्व नास्ति संप्रधारणा | एवं ae पूर्वेत्रासिद्धीयमद्विवेचन इति वक्ष्यामि 
otc. The same remark applies to the third Paribhashé mentioned in note 127 ; for the 
passage of the Bháshya to VII, 4, 2, whence this Paribháshá is taken, runs thus: 


तञज्ञापयत्याचार्यः | इत उत्तरं स्थानिवद्भावो a भवतीति। किमेतस्य ज्ञापने पयोजनं 


पूर्वत्रासिद्धे न स्थानिवदिव्युक्तस्‌ | तन्न वक्तव्यं भवति etc. 

133 T'wo instances will suffice to illustrate this character of whab I consider to 
bo the oldest Paribhishis. In the rule III, 1, 94, Panini teaches that if, in his chap- 
ter on krit-affixes, a subsequent rule supersedes a preceding rule, either of the kind 
of affixes enjoined by such rules may be a6 will employed in the formation of a krit- 
derivative, except when the affix enjoined is used exclusively in the feminine gender, 
and when the affixes in the preceding and subsequent rules are of the same form, Thus 
the Sütra III, 1, 133, teaches that nouns denoting the agent are formed with the 
aflixes "vul ( —aka) and trich ( —tri) Again, Sütra HI. 1, 185, says that from kship 
and other radicals there named, such derivatives are formed with the affix ka (=a); 
hence, according to the Paribháshá-rule ILI. 1, 94, the nouns of agent formed of kship 
may be kshipa, or kshepa or ksheptri, since none of these affixes is used exclusively 
in the feminine gender, and none has the same form as the two remaining ones, But 
when Panini rules, in IIT. 2, 8, that from dá a derivative may be formed -da (as latter 
part of compounds like go-da, etc.), and, in IIT, 3, 12, a derivative -ddya (as latter part 
of such compounds as go-dáya, etc.) it would become doubtful whether there be an 
option also in these instances, since the technical affix of the form -da is ka, and of 
tho form -dáya, ay, and since it is not clear whether ka and an could be considered 
as alllxes of a different form, or—on account of their representing the real affix a, 
though with a different influence on the radical—as affxes of the same form. This 
doubt is not solved by Pánini himself, but by a Paribháshà quoted by Patanjali, 
which says: नानुबन्धकुतमसारूप्यस, * dissimilarity (of the affixes) is not produced by 
the mute anubandhas.' And Påvini must have supposed that his readers were ac- 
quainted with this 281101६818: for otherwise, as an accurate writer, he could: not— 
in the Batre II, 1, 190--have treated, without any further explanation, the affixes 


CC-0. In Public Domain. Funding by IKS-MoE 


Digitized by eGangotri and Sarayu Trust. 


88 DEFINITION OF THE TERM JNAPAKA. 


without any Paribhisha, we might still be free to assume, without 
inconsistency, that in doing 80, he meant to leave to the acumen of 
his commentators the task of eliciting these general principles from 
his grammatical rules. But we know that such is not the case ; his 
work bears evideuce that he has given Paribhasha-rules,— axioms 
which are in no way more important than many of those which are met 
with in the Mahábháshya, but not in his work ;—axioms which admit 
of the same arguments for or against their desirability or their dis- 
pensableness in a book of this kind. The omission of these rules, then, 
would not be one made on principle; it would assume the nature of a 
serious defect, unless we discovered a motive which would reconcile 
it with the accuracy that characterizes this great grammarian. 

We have proof—and some will be afforded in the sequel—that 
Panini was not the inventor of the grammatical system preserved in 
his "work, though he improved the system of his predecessors, and made 
his own additions to it. We shall see, moreover, that he availed him- 
self of the technical means of the older grammarians, and, in such a 
case,never gave any explanation of those technicalities which must 
have been known to his contemporaries, and, therefore, required no 
remark. If, then, we supposed that he followed the same course with 
regard to the Paribháshá-rules—and there is no reason why he should 
not—our inference would, of necessity, be that he was compelled to 
give such Paribháshás as did not occur in the works of his predecessors, 
and were required as special axioms for his own work; but that, with- 
out exposing himself to the reproach of carelessness, he could omit all 
those Paribháshás which were already in existence, and were available, 
as well for the grammar of his predecessors as for his own. 


DEFINITION OF THE TERM JNAPAKA, 


‘And this conclusion is confirmed by the sense in which the term 
Jnápaka is used in the older commentaries, especially in the Mahábhá- 
shya itself, where by this name are called such rules of Pánini as 
“indicate” or point to other rules which show how the former rules 
are to be applied properly. In commenting, for instance, on a Várttika 
to the Sütra I. 1, 23, which defines the technical term sankhyd, Patan- 
jali asks, “ how will there be in rules on sankhyd a correct understand- 
ing of this term ?" and answers this question in the following manner: 
“(This understanding) results from the Jnápaka-rule. What is such a 
Jnápaka-rule? When Panini, in his Sitra V. 1, 23, teaches that bases. 
formed with the affix vat, have an additional vowel i before the affix ka 
enjoined in the preceding rule for sankhyds,—is this Sütra V. 1, 23, the 
Jnápaka-rule of sankhyâ? (i.e. does this Sütra indicate that bases 
formed with vat are comprised under the technical name sanichyd ?) No. 


ga (=a) and na ( =a) as similar affixes, and exempted them as such from the influ- 
ence of the rule III. 1, 94.—Or when, in the Sütra VI. 1, 48 (and VII. 3, 36), he says 
that the radical i, before the affix of the causal, becomes áp, his rule (VI. 4, 57) on áp 
would be equivocal, since the form âp may represent a simple radical, too,—unless 
he relied on the familiarity of his reader with the’ Paribháshá, which states: 
लक्षणपृतिपदोक्तयाः पूतिपदोक्तस्य, ‘(if there is a doubt) whether a secondary or a primi- 


„tiye form (bo meant), the primitive form (has the precedence).” . 
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For the term Jndpala concerns the application of a rule (i.e., this term 
is not used of a Sütra when its application is' prohibited ; the Sütras V. 
2, 51, and 52, for instance, as Kaiyyata observes, are Jnápakas of the 
Sütra on sankhyå).'** 

Hence, though a rule may stand in relation to another rule, it is 
not its Jnápalca unless it indicate its real purpose ;'** and, as Patanjali 
expressly and repeatedly states, a rule has the character of a Jnápaka 
only when it is given in reference to a rule already previously estab- 
lished, and when its sense becomes completed by it. Thus the Sütra 
III. 2, 97, says Patanjali, is noJnápaka of the Guna-rule I. 1, 3, since 
the former rule does not become completed through the contents of 
the latter. Or, the Sütra VIL. 2, 103 is not a Jnápalca of the rule VII. 
2, 102, since its object would not be accomplished by the contents of 
this latter rule, though the words concerned by both rules are comprised 
under the term sarvanaman.'*® In consequence, a Jnapala rule cannot 
precede, but must come after the rule which is indicated by it. 


ss VArttika to I, 1, 28 (om. in the Cale. ed.; p.432 ed. Ballantyne): बह्वादीनाम- 
ग्रहणम्‌. Patanjali: बह्वादीनां ग्रहणं शक्यमकतु म्‌ । केनेदानीं संख्याम्रदेशेषु संख्यासंप्रत्ययो 
भविष्यति । ज्ञापकात्सिद्धम्‌ | ज्ञापकं किम्‌ । यदयं वतोरिडवेति (V. 1, 23) संख्याया विहितस्य 
कने (comp, V. 1, 22) वःवन्तादिटं शास्ति | वतोरेव तउज्ञापक्रं स्यात्‌ | नेत्याह । योगापेत्तं ज्ञापकम्‌. 
_ ५००: ज्ञापकात्सिद्धमिति । एकादिवन्नियतसंख्यावाचिस्ं बह्वादीनां नास्तीति ज्ञापः 
काश्रयः । योगापेक्षमिति | ग्रस योगस्य प्रत्याख्यानादेतद्योगापेक्तमिति न बोद्धव्यम्‌ । कि तु 
योगानपेष्तत इति योगापेक्षम्‌ | यदयं बहुपूगगणसंघस्य तिथुक्‌ (V. 2, 52) पट्कतीति (V. 2, 51) 
डतिपरत we शास्ति तज्ज्ञापयति भवति संख्याकार्यमिति. Négojibhatta explains:. . - - - 
योगापेक्षमिति। प्रयोगपेत्तसित्यर्थः.— This instance will sufice to illustrate the use of the , 


word jndpaka, which is of constant occurrence in the Bháshya, and is always 
employed in a similar manner. In order to obviate an objection which might be 
raised by those not familiar with the Mahábháshya against my rendering वतोरेव 
तज्ज्ञापकं स्यात्‌ “is this Sutra V. 1, 23,” ete, —T have to observe that Patanjali when 


quoting a Sütra, often merely mentions its prineipal word, instead of repeating the 
words of the Sütra and adding after them the quotational word इति The word वतोः 


taken from the Sütra वतोरिइवा is therefore here an equivalent of वतोरिड वेति 
~ ^ 


Analogous instances will be found in note 136. 
us Patanjali observes, for instance, in his comment on the first Sivasitra 


(p. 87 ed. Ballantyne): कथं ज्ञायते यदयम श्रा (VIN. 4,08) इत्यकारस्य वित्रृतस्य 
संतरृतताप्रत्यापत्ति' शास्ति | नेतदस्ति ज्ञापकम्‌ | अस्ति ह्यन्यदेतस्य प्रयोजनम्‌ ०४०.; or on the 
Vartbika to I. 1, 56, आहिभुवारीटप्रतिषेधः , he observes (p. 033, ed. Ballantyne): 
श्राहिआ॒वोरीट्प्रतिषेधो वक्तव्यः prep | अभूत्‌ । अस्ति त्र ग्रहणेन ग्रहणादीट प्राझोति । आहेस्टा- 
चन्न वक्तयः। ग्राचायप्रवृत्तिज्ञांपयति। नाहेरीड भवतीति। यद्यमाहस्थ इति (VILI. 2, 35) कलादि- 
प्रकरणे थत्वं शास्ति । नैतदस्ति ज्ञापकम्‌। अस्ति ह्यत्यदेतस्य वचने प्रयोजनम्‌ | किम्‌ । भूतपूवे- 
गतिर्यथा विज्ञायेत । कलादिर्यो भूतपूर्व इति । qaa थवचनमनरथकं स्यात्‌ ete. and the like in 


other instances. 
1२० Patanjali, e.g. in his gloss on the Varttikas to I. 1, 8 (ed. Ballantyne, p. 248) ier. 


12 
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RELATION BETWEEN JNAPAKA AND PARIBHASHA. 


In now considering the relation which exists hetween the Jnapakas 
and the Paribháshá-Sütras, '* ' wecannot but perceive that it nowise 
differs from the relation which exists between rules instanced before 
and ordinary rules indicated by these Juápakas. In the same manner 
as there are Jnápaka-rules which indieate the purpose of other rules, 
there are Jnápaka-rules which indieate the purpose of Paribháshás, and 
all the Paribháshás given by Pánini himself, therefore, precede their 
Jnápaka-rules. If, then, as we learn from Kityiyana and Patanjali, 
there existed Paribháshás which are not contained in Pánini's grammar, 
but which nevertheless are indicated by Jnápakas, which are Sütras of 
Panini, such Paribháshás must, at least in Patanjali’s opinion, have ex- 
isted before Pánini's work ; for otherwise the definition given by the 
Mahábháshya of the term Jnápaka would become inconsistent with 
itself. And since Paribhashas or principles of interpretation cannot be 
conceived without matter to be interpreted according to them, such 
Paribháshás must not only have preceded Pánini, but they must have 
been taught in one or more other grammatical works ; and Vaidyanátha, 
therefore, as I suggested above, cannot be correct in basing his distinc- 
tion between Nydya and Jnápaka on the circumstance that the latter 
refers to Panini exclusively, while the former applies also to other 
works. In all probability the difference is this: that Jnâpaka is used 
especially of grammatical rules, while Nydya isa synonym of Paribhi- 
shá, but applies to writing which are not grammatical. 


THE CHARACTER OF THE VARTTIKAS OF KATYAYANA. 


In now summing up the result we have obtained from the previous 
investigation, so faras it bears on our immediate problem, we find that 
the oldest author on record who wrote on Panini was Kátyáyana, and that 
he was not merely the author of the Várttikas, properly so-called, but 
also of a certain number of Karikas, which, in reality, however, are 
nothing else than an assemblage of single Várttikas, forming, combined, 
a stanza or a verse. We have seen, too, that Varttikas, which form 
an essential part of the Mahábháshya itself, are of Patanjali’s 
authorship. 


यदप्युच्यते जनेडवचनं (11. 2, 97) ज्ञापकं न व्यञ्जनस्य गुणा भवतीति सिद्धे विधिरारभ्यमाणो 
ज्ञापकार्थ भवति | न च जनेगुणेन सिध्यति ; on the last words of tho third Kárilrá to VII, 
2, (02: एवं तद्यांचायेपवृतिज्ञापयति न uut त्यदादीनामच्यं भवतीति । यदयं किमः क इति 
(४11.2, 103) कादेशं शास्ति | इतरथा हि किमो ऽद्‌भवतीत्येव ब्रूयात्‌ | सिद्ध विधिरारभ्यमाणो 


- ज्ञापकार्था भवति । न च किमो seta सिध्यति. 
197 A Paribháshá is, on account of this relation, also called ज्ञाप्य. In his 


comment, for instance, to 1. 4, 14, Patanjali says : श्रन्तग्रहणं किमश्रैम्‌ । सुप्तिङपदमित्येवाच्यते 
केनेदानीं तदन्तानां भविष्यति | तदन्तविधिना | श्रत उत्तरं Tata —Varttika: पदसंज्ञायामन्त- 
बचनमन्यत्र संज्ञाविधो पत्ययग्रहणें तदन्तविधिपूतिपेधार्थ.-7००]॥।- पदसंज्ञायांमन्तम्रहणं. 


क्रियते | कि ज्ञाप्यम्‌ | एतज्ञ्ञापयत्याचायः शरन्यत्र संज्ञाविधौ पत्ययग्रहणे तदन्तविधिन भवतीति 
ete, Compare note 126, 
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E What, then, is the relation of KAtyáyana to Panini, and of Patan- 
jali to Panini and to Káty&yana? Tsitthatof commentators, or is it 
to be defined otherwise ? 

Professor Müller confers upon Kátyáyana the title of“ editor" 
of Panini, and says that “the Great Commentary of Patanjali embraces 
hoth the Várttikas of Kátyáyana and the Sütras of Pánini."!'** Profes- 
sor Weber, on the contrary — who, even in some of his latest writings, 
candidly confesses that he has never read the Mahábháshya, but 
nevertheless, or perhaps for this reason, abounds in conjectures on 
this work, which not only is in existence but within reach,—goes 
so far as to throw doubt on the genuineness of those Sutras 
which are not explained, because they are not explained, in the 
Great Commentary.'*® TI fear that neither scholar will find adherents 
for his opinion amongst the pupils of Patanjali and Kátyáyana. The 
mutual relation of these latter grammarians and their relation to 
Panini is, indeed, implied by the word Varttika. 

“The characteristic feature of a Varttika,” says Nagojibhatta, “is 
criticism in regard to that which is omitted or imperfectly expressed 
in aSütra." ° A Várttika of KAtyáyana is therefore not a commen- 
tary which explains, but an animadversion which completes, In pro- 
posing to himself to write Várttikas on Panini, Katyayana did not mean 
to justify and to defend the rules of Panini, but to find fault with 
them; and whoever has gone through his work must avow that he 
has done so to his heart’s content. He will even have to admit that 
Kátyáyana has frequently failed in justice to Panini, by twisting the 
words of the Sfitras intoa sense which they need not have, or by 
upbraiding Panini with failings he was not guilty of. On this score he is 
not unfrequently rebuked by Patanjali, who on such occasions severely 
rates him for his ungenerous treatment of Panini, and, as we have seen 
in an instance above (p. 37), proves to him that he himself is wanting in 
proficiency, not Panini. Káty&yana, in short, does not leave the impres- 
sion of an admirer or friend of Pánini, but that of an antagonist,—often, 


198 Ancient Sanskrit Literature, pp. 358 and 243. 


A fantastical conjecture of Professor Weber on the Mahábháshya, which 
has not become real by dint of repetition. 


in the Indische Stu2ien, vol., IV., p. 78: “Die Pláxás kommen in 
dem Schol. zu Pánini (1V. 1, 95 ; 2, 112) vor (ob, aus dem Mahábháshya?);" or in a 
note to the same vol, p. 108, when referring to the SQtra VI. 2, 142 of Pánini, he 
observes: “ Allerdings : bháshye tu na vyakshyatam, also unsicher, ob ihm gehórig." 
[५ Also" —, on what basis does this conclusion rest? “Unsicher "—,for whom ?] 
The same confession and the same conjecture occur, indeed, so often in Professor 
Weber's multifarious writings, that it becomes 8 matter of psychological curiosity 
to see how an author, apparently much cencerned about a certain subject, instead of 
acquiring the necessary information—which in the present case could not have 
caused any great diífieulty,—or of consulting at least some one who might have 
allayed his disquietude, constantly displays before the public his feelings and theo- 
ries, whereas, by dint of a stereotyped repetition of the same words, he must convey 
toa confiding reader the im pression that there may be some foundation, at least, for 
his would-be critical surmise. 

७० Nágojibhatta on Kaiyyata to the first Várttika (of the Cale. ed.) of I. 1, 1 (ed. 


ऽनुक्तदुरुक्तचिन्ताकर्वं Q 
Ballantyne, p. 213): वात्तिकमिति | सूत्रे ऽनुक्त्ुरु्तचिन्ताकरत्वं वात्ति कत्वम्‌, 


132 For instance, 
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too, of an unfair antagonist. In consequence, his remarks are attached 
to those Sütras alone which are open to the censure of abstruseness 
or ambiguity, and the contents of which were liable to being completed 
or modified: he is silent on those which do not admit of criticism 


or rebuke. 


THE CHARACTER OF THE MAHABHASHYA, ITS RELATION TO 
KATYAYANA AND TO PANINI. 


The position of Patanjali is analogous, though not identical. Far 
from being a commentator on Pánini, he also could more properly be 
called an author 0 Várttikas. But as he has two predecessors to deal 
with, instead of one,—and two predecessors, too, one of whom is an 
adversary of the other,—his Great Commentary undergoes, of necessity, 
the influence of the double task he has to perform, now of criticising 
Panini and then of animadverting upon Kátyáyana. Therefore, in order 
to show where he coincided with, or where he differed from, the 
criticisms of Katyayana, he had to write a comment on the Várttikas 
of this latter grammarian ; and thus the Mahábháshya became not 
only a commentary in the ordinary sense of the word, but also, as the 
case might be, a critical discussion, on the Varttikas of Kütyáyana ; 
while its Ishtis, on the other hand, are original Várttikas on such 
Sütras of Panini as called for his own remarks. 

[ have already mentioned that Patanjali often refutes the stric- 
tures of Kátyáyana and takes the part of Panini; [ may now add that, 
in my opinion, and as a few instances hereafter will show, he some- 
times overdoes his defence of Panini, and becomes unjust to Katyayana. 
16 is easy, however, to understand the cause of this tendency in 
Patanjali The spirit of independent thought, combined with the 
great acumen and consummate scholarship which pervade the work 
of this admirable grammarian—to whom, as far as my knowledge goes, 
only one author of the later literature bears a comparison, I mean 
the Mimáusá - philosopher, Kumárila—could not allow him to become 
a mere paraphraser of another’s words. An author like Patanjali 
can only comment on the condition that,in doing so, he developes his 
own mind, be it as adherent or as antagonist. And since Katyayana 
had left but little chance for a successor to discover many more 
blemishes in the Grammar of Panini than he had pointed out, an active 
and critical mind like that of Patanjali would find more scope and more 
satisfaction in contending with Kátyáyana than in completing Panini; 
and thus, I hold, we may explain bis proneness to weaken even those 
censures of Kátyáyana which we should see reason to approve, did 
we not discover in favour of Panini arguments which will appear 
hereafter, but which were foreign to Patanjali. ; 

As little, therefore, as it entered into the purpose of Káty&yana 
to advert to every Sütra of Pánini, did it come within the aim of 
Patanjali to write a commentary on Panini, and, according to the 
requirements of such a commentary, to explain every rule of this 
grammarian. His object being, like that of Kátyáyana, merely & 
critical one, Patanjali comments upon the Várttikas of KAtyayana, 
because such a comment of his implies, of necessity, criticisms, either 


CC-0. In Public Domain. Funding by IKS-MoE 


ai 


Digitized by eGangotri and Sarayu Trust. 


A SUMMARY VIEW OF THE CRITICISMS OF KATYAYANA. 98 


Aw cS ^ ^ 

s Mr ह and, in consequence, no Várttika could 

: : y him. Again, independently of Kátyáyana, he 
writes his own Várttikas to Sütras not sufficiently or not at all ani- 
madverted upon by the latter grammarian, because they, too, are 
criticisms, viz., on Panini. And, like Kátyáyana, therefore, he passes 
over altogether all those Sütras which are unexceptionable to his 
mind. It is obvious, therefore, that no doubt whatever concerning the 
genuineness of a Sfitra of Panini can be justified on the ground alone 
that it has no Bháshya of Patanjali; and the unsoundness of such a 
doubt becomes still more obvious when we consider that a great many 
Sütras of Panini, which have no Varttikas and no Bhashya of Patanjali, 
nevertheless make their appearance as quotations and as part of 
Patanjali’s argument in his Commentary on other Siitras criticized hy 


Katyayana. 
A SUMMARY VIEW OF THE CRITICISMS OF KATYAYANA, 


Now, if we take a summary view of the labours of Kátyáyana, we 
find that of the 3993 or 3992 Sütras of Panini, more than 1500 offered 
him the opportunity of showing his superior skill; that his criticisms 
called forth more than 4000 Varttikas, which, at the lowest estimate, 
contain 10,000 special cases comprised in his remarks. 

Having arrived at this point, let us ask--How could India re- 
sound with the fame of a work which was so imperfect as to contain 
at least 10,000 inaccuracies, omissions, and mistakes? Suppose that there 
existed in our days a work of 4000 paragraphs, every second or third 
of which not merely called for an emendation, an addition, and 
corrections, in formal respects, but which, on the whole, compelled 
us to draw the conclusion that there were twice and a half times as 
it contained matter to be relied upon,—is it 
cha work could create a reputation for its 
author except one which no sensible man would be desirous of? If we 
assumed such a possibility, it could only be on the supposition that 
auch an author originated the subject be brought before the public, 
and, as an inventor, had a special claim to indulgence and fame; or, 
on the supposition of public ignorance and individual immorality. 

But there is evidence to show that Panini was not the first 
Hindu grammarian who wrote, nor even the inventor of the technical 
system which has caused so much uveasiness to would-be philologers. 
Tt is certain, too, that grammar was not, in ancient India, the esoteric 
study of the few; and there is no proof of any kind that Panini had 
influenced or hired a number of scribes to puff his Grammar and his 
fame. We must needs, therefore, resort to another explanation, if we 
want to reconcile the fact of the Varttikas with the fact of Panini’s 
reputation, which was so great that supernatural agency was consi- 


dered as having assisted him in his work. 


many blunders in it as 
possible to assume that su 


FOUR ARGUMENTS TO PROVE THAT PANINI MUST HAVE 
PRECEDED KATYAYANA. 


This explanation, I hold, can only be derived from the circum- 
stance that Panini and Katyayana belonged to different periods of 
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Hindu 4 periods separated by such à space of time as was 
sufficient to allow— 

1. Grammatical forms which were current in the time of Panini 
to become obsolete or even incorrect ; 

9. Words to assume meanings which they did not possess at the 
period when he lived ; 

3. Words and meanings of words used by him to become anti- 
quated; and i 

4. A literature unkown to him to arise. 

Tt is on this supposition alone that it seems possible to realise 
Panini’s influence and celebrity; of course, on the supposition, too, 
thatin his time he gave 80 accurate, so complete, and so learned a 
vecord of the language he spoke, that his contemporaries, and the 
next ages which succeeded him, could look with admiration on the 
rules he uttered, as if they were founded on revelations from above. 
If he had bungled along, as he must appear to have done, had he 
been a contemporary of Kátyáyana,—not he, but the author of the 
Varttikas, would have been the inspired Rishi and the reputed father 
oi the Vyákarana. It is not necessary to exaggerate this view by 
assuming that Pánini was an infallible author, who committed no 
mistakes, omitted no linguistic fact, and gave complete perfection 
to a system already in use: we need take no other view of the causes 
oi his great success than we should take of those which produce the 
fame of a living man. His work may or may not have been looked 
upon by his contemporaries as having attained the summit of excel- 
lency, but, at all events, it must have ascended far beyond mediocrity. 
At its own period it cannot have failed so signally, and in so many 
respects, as it would have done if Panini and Kátyíyana had been 
contemporaries. 

In order fully to substantiate this view, I should have to submit 
a considerable portion of Pánini's Grammar and the Varttikas con- 
nected with it, to an investigation which would exceed by far the 
limits prescribed by the present inquiry; and such an investigation 
might, moreover, appear to be superfluous on the present occasion, 
since 1 shall adduce hereafter arguments 01 another kind, which will 
add materially to the force of. these deductions. Yet the importancé 
of this question is so great that I will indicate, at least by a few 
instances, the direction in which, 1 believe, the facts may be found 
‘that lead to the conclusions named. $ 

1. Pânini says (I. 2, 6) that the radical indh is kitin lit, which 
words mean that, according to rule VI. 4, 24, the preterit of indh is 
ídhe. ‘Chis radical he treats together with bhit; and he does not 
observe —as he always does if such be the case—that his rule concerns 
the Vaidik use of the preterit of indh. Yet Kátyüyana corrects the 
injunction of the Sütra by adding this restriction; and, for reasons 
connected with the latter, goes so far as to declare this Sütra ol 
Panini to be superfluous.'* ! 


BCP, OR इन्धिभवतिभ्यां च.- Várttika : इन्थेश्छुन्दो विषयत्वादभुवा gat निस्यत्वात्ताभ्यां 
किद्रचनानर्थक्यम्‌.--318517० : इन्ेश्छन्दोविषया लिट्‌ । न ह्यन्तरेण च्छन्द इन्धेरनन्तरो लिड 
> s N 
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In rule VIT. 1, 25, Panini states that the sarvanámáni (which 
word is usually but inaccurately rendered pronuons ") which 
are formed with the affixes datara, and datama, —moreover, itara, 
anya, and anyatara (Gana to T. 1,27) form their neuters not in Tin, 
but in d, e.g., katarad, katamad, anyad, etc.; but he says in a. follow- 
ing special rule, that,in the Veda, itara has itaram for its neuter. 
It is obvious, therefore, that he intended to exhaust his subject by 
these rules; yet Kátyáyana has to state that “ ekatara forms ekataram 
in the Veda as well as in the language of common life,"! ** 

The letters Ir, t,t, p, at the end of a. Pada, says Panini (VIIT. 4, 
45) may become g, d, d, b, before a following nasal, or be changed into 
the nasal of their class. Kátyáyana adds: “If, however, the follow- 

' ing nasal is part of an affix, these letters must always become the 
nasal of their class, in the language of commou life.’''** 

Now I have chosen these instances from the sphere of conju- 
gation, declension, and phonetic laws, simply because they at once 
suggest the question whether Panini knew as much grammar as 
we should fairly expect from a beginner, who had studied Sanskrit for 
afew months. Isit probable or not, that he was proficient enough to 
form tbe preterite of the common radical indh, “to kindle,” the nomina- 
tive of the neuter of ekatara, “ one of two,"— a word which, moreover 
is the subject of one of his special rules (V. 3, 94) ? and was he really 
so ignorant as not to be able to combine vale or twak, with the common 
affix maya into várgmaya or twangmaya, though a phonetic influence 
of the affix maya on the base hiranya is adverted to in his rule VI. 4 
174? Oris it more plausible to assume that idhe and ekatarad were 
forms current in his time, though no longer current and correct when 
Kátyáyana wrote; and that when Panini lived, vagmaya or twagmaya 
were as legitimate as véiiigmaya or twangmaya? That Kátyáyana's 
stricture may be as much open to censure as the rule of Panini, unless 

in fairness, gave it the benefit of a similar argument, is proved by 
the words kakudmat, kakudmin and garutmat, which “ in the (classical) 
language of common life” are quite correct, but would have been incor- 
rect according to the Varttika, if they had been used in such language 
at the time when it was composed ise 


लभ्यः । श्रामा भाषायां भवितव्यम्‌ । भुवो gat नित्यत्वादूभवतेरपि fat qud गुणे पाझोति 1 


wast पाझोति । ताभ्यां किद्वचनानर्थक्यम्‌ । ताभ्यामिन्धिभवतिभ्यां किद्दचनमनर्थकम. 
(Tho Calcuita editors have on this occasion mistaken Kátyáyana's Varttika for 


Patanjali's Bháshya) 
12 VII, 1, 26: नेतराच्छुन्दासि.- \ 2४८० इतराच्छुन्द्सि प्रतिषेध एकतरात्सर्त्र 


1० छा. 4, 45 : यरोऽनुनासिके ऽनुनासिको qno १४०५४९: यरो 5नुनासिके Wen. 
भाषायां नित्यवचनन्‌--- 3155130: यरो अनुनासिके gaat भाषायां नित्यमिति ane । 


वाङमय व्वङमयम्‌ 
144 Tt is not permitted to adduce also वाग्मिन्‌, for this word ought to be written 


— as, for instance, the commentators of the Amarakosha do write it aren, since 
its aflix is not सिन्‌, but गमिन्‌, according to Panini, V.2,024: वाचा ग्मिनिः. Thatin RAR 


the letter. Tis not an anubandha, results from 1. 3, 8 LE 
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2. Panini says (VI. 1,150), “ the bird (nominative) may be vishkira 
or vikira ” (either of which means any eatable bird but a cock). This 
rule is thus modified by Katyayana : * the form may be vishkiva or vikira 
11 the sense 01 the word is * bird?" (locative). Patanjali, it is true, sides 
with Panini. The Várttika, he says, is irrelevant, since it teaches that 
either form vishkira or vilira, is correct, if the word means bird, " 
but that vishkira would be the only legitimate form, 11 the ur has 
any other sense. Panini, however, he adds, did not mean to affect the 
sense “ bird ” by his optional * or,” but the irregular form of the deriva- 
tive,.!!^ Nevertheless, it appears to me that both grammarians are 
right, and that Patanjali's decision is open to doubt. Whenever Panini 
binds the application of a rule to the condition of a special sense, he 
expresses the latter by a word either in the locative or nominative. Af 
he gives the meaning of the word in the locative it does not necessarily 
follow, though it usually happens to be the case, that such a word has 
other meanings, t00, which are then excluded from the influence of the 
rule ; but if he expresses the sense of the word in the nominative, he 
seems always to indicate that the word has this sense, and this sense 
only,— that both sense and word, being expressed in the same case, are, 
as it were, congruous.' ?6 His present rule would therefore imply that 
each form, vishkira or vikira, has no other sense than that of “bird” ; 
but Katyayana’s corrections would mean that both forms are optional 
in the sense of * bird,” while in any other sense both forms represent 
separate words. This fact is borne out by the meanings given in 
Wilson’s Dictionary under each form. * 

The word á$charyo is rendered by Panini anitya (VI. 1, 147), i.e. 
* not permanent, rare.” Kátyáyana corrects this meaning, in substitut- 
ing for it adbhuta, i.e., * that which has not existed before, miraculous, 
wonderful.” On this occasion, too, Patanjali defends Panini, by observ- 
ing that this remark might have been spared, for the sense, “ wonder- 
ful, miraculous,” is implied by the sense “ rare ;” and he gives instances 
to confirm this view, viz., “ the height of (this) tree is something ‘rare’ 
(or wonderful) ; the blueness of the sky is something ‘ rare’ (or wonder- 
ful)" ; but I very much doubt whether logicians will assent to this 
view of Patanjali ; for, though all that is wonderful is rare, not all that 
is rare need be wonderful. And he himself seems to break down under 
his third instance, which ruus thus: * That the stars which are not 
fastened in the atmosphere do not fall down, is"—surely not rare, but 
wonderlul.!*" In other terms, the meaning of dscharya, given by Panini, 


1७ vr 1, 150 : विष्किरः शकुनिविकिरो at--Varttiva : विष्किरः शकुनी विकिरो वेति 
वक्तव्यम्‌.--- 195139 : शक्नो वेत्युच्यमाने शकुनी या (वा ? ) स्थादन्यत्रापि नित्यम्‌ | 
तत्तहि' वक्तव्यम्‌ | न वक्तव्यम्‌ | न वावचनेन शकुनिरभिसंवध्यते कि तहि. निपातनमभिसंबध्यते 
विष्किर इत्येतन्निपातनं शकुनो वा निपात्यत इति. 

1s Compare, e.g., ILL. 3, 80. 81. 87 ; V, 2, 15; VI. 1, 149 (the meanings 2 and 3 of 
ATER, in my Dictionary, are of later origin) ; VI. 1, 155, 156, etc. 

16 VII, 147: आश्रयेमनित्ये. - Várttika (wisedited in the Cale. ०१.): आश्रयमद्भुत इति 
qwep.—hhásya: इहापि यथा स्यात्‌। आश्चर्यमुच्चता wer! cuu - नीला थोः | 


CC-0. In Public Domain. Funding by IKS-MoE 


ro 


Digitized by eGangotri and Sarayu Trust. 


VISHEIRA.—VIKIRA,—ASCHARYA, -BHAKUSHYA, —BHOJ YA. 97 


seems to have been only rare;” and if so,it preceded that which 
became more usual at a later time, and is mentioned by KAtyáyana. 

Another and, perhaps, more striking instance isafforded by the 
Sütra (VIL 3, 69) where Panini renders the word bhojya by bhalshya ; 
for Kátyáyana corrects him in saying that he ought to have rendered 
bhojya by abhyavahárya Now, it we consult the use of these 
words in the classical language, there cau be no doubt that bhojya 
and abhyavahdrya mean “what is fit for consumption," and apply 
to solid as well as to liquid substances; that, on the other hand, 
bhakshya means “ what is fit to be eaten," and applies to solid food 
only. Is it likely, however, that Panini should have blundered in 
the application of words which, it would ‘seem, the most ignorant 
would employ properly? Patanjali, who, as I have already observed, 
is always disposed to stand by Panini, again takes up his defence, 
and observes, that Panini’s using the word bhakshya instead of abhya- 
vahdrya need not have been criticised by Kátyáyana, for there are 
expressions like ab-bhalksha, “one who eats water," or vágu-bhalcslia, 
“one who eats air,” which show that the radical bhaksh is used 
also in reference to other than solid food.' But both instances 
alleged by Patanjali are conventional terms; they imply a condition of 
fasting, and derive their citizenship amongst other classical words 
from a Vaidik expression, as Patanjali himself admits, when, in his 
introduction to Panini, he speaks of ekapadas, or words, the sense of 
which can only be established from the coutext of a Vaidik passage 
to which they originally belong;'*® they do not show, therefore, that 
bhalesh is applied also to other phrases of the classical language, so as 
to refer to liquid food. It seems evident, therefore, that in Panini’s 
time, which preceded the classical epoch, bhakshya must have been 
used as a convertible term for bhojya; while, at Kátyáyana's period, 
this rendering became incorrect, and required the substitution of an- 
other word. 

3. The words and the meanings of words employed by Katya- 
yana are such as we meet with in the scientific writers of the classical 
literature: his expressions would not invite any special attention nor 

c तरिक्षे = c. VTS aa. तर ~ as 
आश्चयमन ऽबन्धनानि नत्तत्राणि न पतन्तीति। तत्तहि वक्तव्यस्‌। न वक्तव्यम्‌ | 
श्रनित्य इत्येव सिद्धस्‌ । इह तावदाश्चयंसुचता ARN | आश्रयप्रहणेन न gat ऽभि 
gama कि adaa सा चानित्या। aaa नीला द्यौरिति नाश्यंग्रहणेन योरभिसंबध्यते 
कि तहि नीलता सा चानित्या। आश्चयमन्तरिले ऽब्रन्धनानि नक्षत्राणि न पतन्तीति नाश्रय- 
ग्रहणेन नक्षत्राण्यमिसंवध्यन्ते कि तहि पतनक्रिया सा चानित्या । तत्रानित्य इत्येव सिद्धम्‌, 

w ४11.3, 60: भोज्यं भक्ष्ये — Várbtika: भोज्यमभ्यवहायमिति वक्तव्यम्‌ (where the 
nominative of ग्रभ्यवहाय implies an additional criticism against the locative of भक्ष्य 
see the foregoing remark, page 120).—Bhásya: gaiq यथा स्यात्‌ | भोज्य सूपः | 
भोज्या यवागूरिति । किं पुनः कारणं न सिध्यति । भक्षिरयं खरविरादे aid तेन दवे न पाप्नोति । 


नावश्यं भक्तिः खरविशदे ada कि तस्यत्तायि वतेते | तद्यथा | अडभत्तो वायुभक्ष इति. 
' For the quotation from Patanjali’s preface to Panini (ed. Ballantyne, p. 46) 


seo wy Dictionary, 3.५. अ्रभ्यवहाय. . . . : Hi 
18 
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call forth any special remark. This cannot be said of the language of 
Panini. In his Sütras occur a great number of words and meanings 
of words, which—so far as my own knowlege goes—-have become 
antiquated in the classical literature. I will mention, for instance, 
pratyavasana, eating (I. 4. 525 IIT. 4. 76); upasam váda, making a bargain 
(IU. 4, 8) ; rishi, in the sense of Veda, or Vaidik hymn (IV. 4. 96); 
utsanjana, throwing up (1. 8. 36) ; vyaya, application, employment in 
(I. 3. 36) ; upasambháshá, talking over, reconciling d 3 svalcarana, 
appropriating, especially a wife, marrying (I. 3. 56) ; sdlinikarana, hum- 
bling (I. 3. 70); mati, desire (III. 2. 188) ; abh resha, propriety (IIT. 3. 37) ; 
avaklripti, imagining (IIT. 3. 145); abhyádána, commencement (VIII. 2. 
87) ; hotrá, in the sense of riti, priest (V. 1. 139) ; upáelcri and anwa- 
Jekri, to strengthen (I. 4. 13) ; nivachanekri, to hold one's speech, to be 
silent (I. 4. 760) ; kanehan and manohan, to fulfil one's longing (1, 4. 66), 


4, To prove a negative, is, no doubt, the hardest of all problems. 
There are circumstances, however, which may lessen the danger of 
drawing the conclusion that an author cannot have possessed such aud 
such knowledge when he wrote. I! we take into account the evidence 
afforded by the author’s character and work, the judgment passed on 
his writings by his countrymen, and the condition of the latter,—these 
elements put Logether into the scale of criticism will show whether 
the scale of the author's proficiency can spare, or not, a certain amount 
of weight without disturbing the balance required. That Panini was 
an eminent writer, is not only manifest from his Grammar, but acknow- 
ledged by the common judgment of his countrymen ; and the learning 
and civilization of ancient India was such that we must admit the 
fullest competence in those who established his celebrity. But we 
know, too, that Panini was a Brahmanie writer. No amount of scholar- 
ship could have ensured to him the position he holds in the ancient 
literature if he had been a professor ofthe Buddhistic creed. In form- 
ing, then, an opinion on Pánini we must always bear in mind his learn- 
ing and his religious faith, and the consequences which follow from 
both these premises. 


ARANYAKAS WERE NOT KNOWN TO PANINI, BUT TO KATYAYANA. 


After these preliminary remarks I will first advert to the Sütra 
(LV. 2. 129) in which Panini teaches the formation of the word Aran- 
yaka, and says that it means “a man who lives in a forest.” That 
Aranyaka has this meaning is unquestionable. It means, too, if we 
consult the lexicographers, “ a forest-road, a forest-elephant, a jackal, 
etc.;” but above all it is the name of those theosophical works 
which are the precursors of the Upanishads, and are held in the 
greatest awe by the Hindu authorities.'5! Ifa learned Hindu were 
hdc o ME 


ve Some of these expressions, or others belonging to the same category, occur 

8180 in the Koshas,and in the artificial poetry, especially tho Bhatti-Kavya. This cir- 

cumstance, however, does not disprove that they are obsolete in the real literature, 

since the Koshas have borrowed them from Panini, whereas the Bhatti-Kivya is ex- 

pressly written to illustrate the rules of Panini, and the artificial poetry bases its 
chief merits on the strangeness of its style and words. 

" m Manu, IV. 128, for instance, applied the same injunction to the termination 
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asked the meaning of Aranyaka, he would certainly first point to the 
SES works which bear this name, and then refer tothe meaning 

forester,” just as, I suppose, a European questioned on the sense 
of the word " Bible," would first say that it means “ Testament,” and 
then remember its etymological sense, hook” Yet Panini merely” 
speaks of Aranyala, “ the forester.” No wonder that KAtyayana sup- 
plies, ina Varttika of his, the defect which must have struck him if, 
and since, he was acquainted with this portion of the sacred litera- 
ature.'5? But is it possible co assume that Panini could have known 
this sense of the word Aranyaka, when. he is altogether silent on it; 
and if he did not know it, that the works so called could bave already 
existed in his time? 


THE VAJASANEYI-SAMHITA AND THE SATAPATHA-BRAHMANA WERE 
NOT KNOWN TO PANINI, BUT TO KATYAYANA, 


The acquaintance of Panini with a Yajurveda is evidenced by 
several Stitras of his.!'** But in speaking of a Yajurveda, he does not 
tellus whether he knew the Black as well as the White version, or 
only the Black version of it. That the former, whichis considered as 
the literary property of the Tittiri school, is older in form and contents 
than the latter, the Vajasaneyi-Sainhitá, requires no observations of 
mine, after the conclusive proofs which have been given by previous 
writers. Tio decide, however, whether Panini hada knowledge of the 
Vájasaneyi-Samhitá or not,—in other words, whether both versions of 
this Veda are separated in time or not, by the Grammar of Panini, is a 
matter which touches closely on our present inquiry with regard to the 
chronological relation between Pánini and Kátyáyana. 

In mustering the facts which bear on the solution of this question, 
we shall have, first, to observe that the word Vajasaneyin does not 
occur in a 91678 of, but only as a formation in a Gana to, Panini (IV. 3. 
106), while the formation of Taittiriya, from the base Tittiri, is taught 
in a Sütra (IV. 3. 102). There is, consequently, a prima facie doubt 


of alectureofan Aranyaka as to that of a whole Veda : सामध्वनावृग्यजुषी नाधीयीत 
कदाचन | वेदस्याधीत्य वाप्यन्तमारण्यकमधीत्य च. 

wa Pånini, IV. 2, 129: ATAATA. —Patanjali :अत्यल्पमिदमुच्यते मनुष्य इति.-- 
Kátyáyana: पथ्यध्यायन्यायविहारमनुष्यहस्तिष्विति वक्तव्यम्‌.--?५०]०1 : श्रारण्यक : पन्थाः | 
्रारन्यको ऽध्यायः । श्रारण्यको न्याय : । श्रारण्यको विहारः । श्रारण्यको मनुष्यः । श्रारण्यको 
हस्ती.---178(9 8997० :वा MAÌ. —Patanjali :वा MAAN वक्तव्यम्‌ | ्रारण्यका गोमयाः | 
य्ारण्या गोमयाः. (Both Várttíkas are marked in the Calcutta edition, as if they 
did only occur in the Siddhánta kaumudi) Professor Müllerhas pointed out that 
Panini does not mention the principal meaning of Aranyakd, but expresses himself 
thus (page 339): “Whether Pfinini knew the Aranyakas as a branch of sacred 
literature is uncertain. Although he mentions the word ‘ Aranyaka, he only uses 
itin the sense of "living in the forest; and it is the author of the Várttikas who 


first remarks that the same word is also used in the sense of‘ read in the forest.” 
183 For instance, by the Sütras 11.4, 4 (adhwaryu) ; VI. 1. 117 ; VII. 4, 88 ; VIII. 


8, 104, ete, 
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100 VAJASANEYI-SAMHITA.—SA TAPATHA-BRAHMANA. 


against Pánini's acquaintance with the Vájasaneyi-Samhita.' 5* And 
this doubt is heightened by the circumstance that the sacred personage, 
also, who is believed to have collected not only the Samhita, but the 
Brahmana of the White Yajurveda, Yagnavalkya, is also not mentioned 
in the Sütras of, but merely in the Ganas to, Pánini.'5* 

Since the question, however, whether Pánini knew the Vájasaneyi- 
Samhitá, coincides with the question whether he had a knowledge of the 
Satapatha-Brühmana, T will fivst quote a passage from Professor Müller's 
work, which, in 8 correct and lucid manner, describes the relation of 
Yajnavalkya to both these words :—" A comparison," he says (0. 353), 
“of the texts of the Taittiriyas and Vájasaneyins shows that it would 
be a mistake to call Yajnavalkya the author, in our sense of the word, 
of the Vajasaneyi-sanhita and the Satapatha-bráhmana. But we have 
no reason to doubt that it was Yajnavalkya who brought the ancient, 
Mantras and Bráhmanas into their present form, and, considering the 
differences between the old and the new text, we must admit that he 
had a greater right to be called an author than the founders of the 
Charanas of other Vedas whose texts we possess. In this sense, Kátyá- 
yana says, in his Anukramani, that Yajnavalkya received the Yajur-veda 
irom the Sun. In the same sense, the Satapatha-bráhmana ends with 
the assertion that the White Yajur-veda was proclaimed by Yájnaval- 
kya Vájasaneya." $ 

If, then, we turn our attention to the word Satapatha, we have 
again to state that it occurs only in a Gana to V. 3, 100 (compare also 
note 105), but is not mentioned authentically in any Sûtra of Pánini. 
Yet Kâtyâyana, I hold, has helped us to untie this knot, which has been 
drawn still tighter than it was by Professors Müller and Weber, in spite 
of the excellent counsel which the latter gives, “not to increase, by 
inattention, the darkness, which is great enough already in the history 
of Sanskrit literature." 15° 

A rule of Pánini's, which, literally translated, runs thus, “amongst 
the Brâhmanas and Kalpas which have been proclaimed by an Old one 
(ov by the Old),"!5* teaches, in its connection with preceding rules, that 


154 Professor Weber has already drawn attention to the fact that in the Ganas to 
Panini only the first word may safely be ascribed to the knowledge of Panini, ‘since 


ü 


it is mentioned by himself; and I may add, those words of a Gana, too, which are 
impliedly referred to by him; for instance, डतर, डतम, Fal, AA, अ्रच्यतर, of the Gana 
to I. 1, 27, adverted to in the Sütra VII. 1, 25, which otherwise would be unintelli- 
gible. See also note 55, With these exceptions, we have no real certainty of 
deciding whether the words of a Gana were those which Pánini had in view when he 
wrote ; for not only are there considerable differences in the readings of the Gana 
collections in existence, but it is certain that these lists have been subject, at 
various periods, to various interpolations, which materially lessen their critical 
worth. 
» In the Ganas to IV. 1, 105 and 2, 111. 


»* Indischo Studien, vol. I., p. 483: “We have already darkness enough in the 


history of Hindu literature; let us abstain at least from increasing it through our 
own inattention!" 


S 
BED: S 100: पुराणप्रोक्त पु ब्राह्मणकल्पेषु, which words are completed by the 80108 
IV, 3, 101 and 103, 
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OLD BRAHMANAS,—WEBER’S GLOSS ON A VÂRTTIKA TO IV. 3, 105. 101 


names of Brábmanas and Kalpas are formed by adding the (technical) 
affix nini (i-e., the real affix in Vriddhi in the base), to the proper name 
of the personage who proclaimed them, provided that such a personage 
is an old authority. 3 Kaiyyata gives as an instance of a Bráhmana so 
formed, the word Såțyâyanin, derived from Sátyáyana, the saint who 
proclaimed this Bráhmana ; and other instances are mentioned by Pa- 
tanjali in his comment on a previous Sütra. To this rule Katydyana 
added a Várttika, which, according to the text in the Oalcutta 
edition, would mean literally: “In reference to Yájnavalkya and 
so on (there is) an exception, on account of the contemporaneous- 
ness;” !5* and the comment on this additional rule is afforded by Patan- 
jali, in the instance he gives: Yájnavalkáni Brálumanáni, where the 

Brihmana referred to the authorship of Yajnavalkya, is not formed by 

means of the (technical) affix nini, but by the (technical affix an (i.e., 6, 

with Vriddhi in the base). 


PROFESSOR WEBER'S FIRST EXPLANATION OF THE VARTTIKA 
TO SUTRA IV. 3, 105. 
PROFESSOR WEBER'S SECOND EXPLANATION OF THE SAME 
VARTTIKA, WHICH DESTROYS THE FIRST. 


The great importance of this additional rule of Kátyáyana is obvious. 
Tt has been made the subject of several remarks in the * Indische Stu- 
dien," where Professor Weber writes (vol. i. p. 57, note) :-- By the 
Yájnavalkáni-bráhmanani [Yájnavallyáni,as the < Indische Studien, ” 
writes it, is probably an error of the press] there [i.e., in the commentary 
of the Calcutta edition to IV. 3, 105], and also in the Várttika, and in 
LV. 2. 66, there can probably be meant none but the Satapatha-brah- 
mana, either the whole of it, or from XI to XIV., which, therefore, 
Patanjali even did not consider as purana-proktam [ i.e. proclaimed by 
an old authority] " Again (vol.i. p. 146), “A matter of importance is 
the distinct separation of Bráhmanas composed by the Old (purana) IV. 
8. 105, by which [expression], in contradistinction, the existence also of 
such as belong to a more recent time (tulyakáláni, says the Vartika) is 
necessarily implied; amongst the latter, recent ones, the Yajnavalkani 
[the repeated error of the press“ Yá/navallcyáni," becomes suspicious] 
(comp. p.97, note), and the Saulabháni (otherwise unknown) Brabmanani 
are mentioned in the Várttika ; amongst the old ones, the scholiast there, 
(is it on Patanjali’s authority ?'*) names the Bhállavinah and the SAtya- 


` 
55 Varttika of the Calcutta edition to LY. 3, 108 : याज्ञवस्क्यादिभ्यः पृतिषे धस्तु त्यका- 
लत्वात्‌. 
v For this query of Professor Weber, compare note 199. But T cannot help 
asking how he reconciles the statement of the note to vol. I. p. 57. just quoted, 


where he speaks of Patanjali in terms of that assurance which can only proceed 
from personal knowledge,—with his repeated avowal ofnot having read the Maha- 


bháshya, and with the text itself of p. 57 to which this note refers, since he is 
doubtful even there whether the Caleutta editors have taken their instances to IV. 


3,105 from Patanjali or not? As a guess, his attributing the words याज्ञवल्कानि 
ब्राह्मणानि to Patanjali happens to be quite correct ; but it would have been certainly 


much better to give it distinctly as such, than leave us doubtfnl now as tothe 
nature of other statements of his, ड 
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102 AN ANALYSIS OF HIS CRITICAL METHOD, 


yaninah.” And (vol. i. p. 177, uote) ws Now we have seen (pp. 97 note, 
and 146) that the Yájanvalkáni-bráhmanáni I Yájanvalkàni ' again, 
which now becomes very suspicious], are considered by the author of 
Várttikas as contemporaneous ७ ith Pánini. The question, therefore, is 
whether by it [i.e, the Yájnavalkáni-bráhmanáni] we have really to 
understaud the Satapatha-bráhmana itsel, or, in general, Bráhmanas 
only, which were composed by Yájnavalkya, or such as merely treated 
of him. In the former case, it would follow, too, MO his proved con- 
temporaneousness with Uddálaka, and from p preceding X ându, 
that the epoch of Pándu is later than that of f ANID But (vol. ii p. 
393) he observes : * By the Yajuavalkéni-brabmanini we, probably, 
have not to understand those [Bráhmanas] which have heen composed 
by Yájnavalkya himself, but those which merely treated of him ; anda 
specimen of these is preserved us in the Yájnavalkiy am-kánda m of the 
Vrihadaranyaka (see my Akad. Vorles. p. 125-26) ; therefore, if this 
[my] second view is correct, the contemporaneousness of Yájnavalkya 
and Uddalaka with Panini, which is the necessary consequence of my 
first view, would fall to the ground, together with Pánini's preceding 
Pándu, whose priority in time is again the consequence of such a con- 
temporaneousness. 22181 


AN ANALYSIS OF HIS CRITICAL METHOD, 


There is nothing novel or remarkable in the circumstance of 
Professor Weber's recanting on one page what he maintained with the 
most specious arguments on another, or ofhis leaving the bewildered 
reader between a chaos of what are to him established facts; but how- 
ever interesting it may be thus to obtain from him an autobiography of 
his mind, and an insight into the state of maturity in which he presents 
us with his researches, I must, this time, defend him against himself, 


17० Professor Weberagain writes ५ Yájnavalkyáni." Being compelled, therefore, 
to abandon the hypothesis of an error of the press, the more so as the same “ Ydjna- 
valkyáni-brálunaxáni" make their reappearance, in their alphabetical place, in his 
Index to the first two volumes of the “ Indische Studien "—I must refer him for the 
correct form * Yájnaval káni, " to Pánini VI. 4,151.—Itis needless for mo to say that 


the “ editor" of Panini likewise writes याज्ञवस्क्यानि 1V.2,06 and 3, 105, intending 
probably to improve on the Calcutta edition, which IV, 8, 105 writes याज्ञवल्कानि, 
but IV. 2, 60 याजवल्क्यानि. Habent sua fata libelli! 


*! The self-quotation of Professor Weber (Akad. Vorles. p. 125, 126) need not be 
repeated here, since it merely contains the same conjecture that the Ydjnavalkáni 
correctly written in the Akad. Vorles., but re-quoted from this work “Ydjnavalkyani " 
in the Ind, Stud. vol. 1T. p. 390) brélmandni are the same as the Ydéjnavalkiyam-kan- 
dam which treats of Yajnavalkya.—The text of the quotations given above, it is 
superfluous for me to mention, is in German. To save spacel have confined myself 
to communicating merely a translation of it, which, I trust, no one will find wanting 
in strictest fairness and literal accuracy. The words between brackets, marked [ ], 
are my own parenthetical explanations, as the reader will easily see for himself, 
The italics in the quotation are Professor Weber's own, 
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and show that, within the sphere of his own presumptive facts, there 
is not the slightest ground for immolating by his last conjecture 
the statements contained in the first three quotations from his essays. 
The exception made by Kátyáyana to the rule of Panini (IV. 3, 
105) is contained in the word Yajnavalka, as we learn from the authen- 
tic comment of Patanjali There is no proof, whatever, that it can 
extend to any other derivative of Yajnavalkya. Whatever, therefore, 
be the import of the word Yéjnavalkiya, the Yajnavalkiyam kándam 
has nothing to do with the Yájnavalkáni brahmandni mentioned by 
Patanjali in reference to our Várttika. But, in the second instance, 
the word pratishedha, or “exception,” used by Kátyáyana necessarily 
concerns works of the same category. As little as an author could, 
for instance, call geology an exception to astronomy, as little, I hold, 
could Káty&áyana speak of an “exception” to names of Bráhmanas 
when he had in his mind, as Professor Weber thinks, the name of a 
particular chapter of an Aranyaka. And thirdly, this same word ‘ ex- 
ception’ in the Varttika must likewise concern the proclaiming of such 
a work by the personage who becomes the base of the derivative ; for 
Panini uses the word prolta “proclaimed,” distinctly enough in the 
Sütra which is criticized by the Varttika. There would be no “excep- 
tion,” if the formation alluded to by Katyayana, meant a work “ treat- 
ing of" the personage who is the base of the derivative. But, when 
Professor Weber, in his “ Akademische Varlesungen” (pp. 125, 126) 
crowns his syllogism by the remark that he prefers his last conjecture 
because it “appears, indeed, extremely ticklish (bedenklich)” to him 
“to consider the whole Satapatha-bráhmana or as much as its last 
books, as bearing distinctly the name of Yajnavalkya—however much it 
may contain his system [?]—or as contemporaneous with, or as preced- 
ing even by little, PAnini’s time;" and when he adds, in the fulness of 
his authority, “but for the Yájnavalkiyam-kándam I have not the 
slightest hesitation in doing the latter 2 [Letzteres zw thun, —what 
latter ?], I fear I should overstep the limits of scientific criticism, if I 
attached a single remark to a passage like this, which treats its read- 
ers as if the personal feelings of Professor Weber had all the weight of 
scientific arguments, and deals with one of the most important prob- 
lems of Sanskrit literature in such a manner as if it were matter for 


table talk. 


PROFESSOR MULLER'S EXPLANATION OF THE SAME VARTTIKA. 


Before I proceed in my observations on the point at issue, I will 
state the views of Professor Muller on this Várttika. He writes (p. 
353): “In the same sense Panini, or rather his editor, says in the first 
Várttika to IV. 3, 105, that there were modern Bráhmanas proclaimed 
by YAjnavalkya, and that their title differed by its formation from the 
title given to more ancient Brahmanas ;” and (p. 363) : ^ It is wrong, for 
instance,to speak of the Yájnavalkyás in the same sense as we speak of 
the Taittiriyas, and the works promulgated by Yajnavalkya, although 
they are Brihmanas, are called Yajnavalkyani [sic] Bráhmanáni. * And 


* why?’ says Kátyáyana; ‘because they are of too recent an origin; 


that is to say, they are almost contemporaneous with ourselves,’ ? 
* 


CC-0. In Public Domain. Funding by IKS-MoE 


Digitized by eGangotri and Sarayu Trust. 


104 THE REAL VARTTIKA TO IV. 8, 105 


AN ANALYSIS OF HIS EXPLANATION. -THE VARTTIKA MADE 
THE FOUNDATION OF CHRONOLOGICAL RESULTS, BY 
BOTH PROFESSORS, IS MISPRINTED IN THE 
CALCUTTA EDITION WHICH SUPPLIED 
THEM WITH ITS TEXT. 


Where, I must now ask, does Kátyáyana speak of Brahmanas “more 
ancient" than the Bráhmanas proclaimed by Yajnavalkya ? and where, 
I must further ask, does he say that the latter are “almost” contem- 
poraneous? Again, what proof has Professer Weber that Kityayana 
meant by comtemporaneous, as he says (see above, p. 102), contempor- 
aneous with Pánini? and what proof has Professor Müller that Kátyà- 
yana implied by this word, contemporaneous with himself? Assuredly, 
all these questions ought to have been settled first, and by very substan- 
tial proofs; before an edifice of chronology was allowed to be built on 
them. Not only does Kátyáyana nowhere indieate a degree, either in 
the relative age of the Brihmanas of Yájnavalkya and those subject to 
the Sütra of Pánini, or in the contemporaneousness of the former with 
him,—but, in my opinion, the word pratishedha, “ exception,” already 
adverted to, is altogether fatal to the ellipsis supplied by Professors 
Weber and Müller when they refer to the word contemporaneous. This 
word “ exception” clearly proves that Káty&yana could never have held 
the dialogue with which Müller enlivens the scene of the Varttika. For 
if the Bráhmanas spoken of in the Várttika, were contemporaneous with 
Panini or with Katydyana, the Várttika would have made an addition, 
not an exception, to the rule of Panini, since the latter merely treats 
of such Bráhmanas as are old from his point of view, and in no wise 
concerned with any Bráhmanas of his time. 

In short, the Várttika can, on account of the word exception 
convey no other sense thau that Pánini himself was guilty of an inac- 
curacy, by omitting to state that the Brihmanas which had been 
proclaimed by Yájnavalkya (and others) were exempt from his Stra 
IV. 3, 105, these Braéhmanas being as old as those which he had in view 
when he gave this rule. 


THE REAL MEANING OF THIS VARTTIKA. 


Did the words of the Varttika, such as they are printed in the 
Calcutta edition, admit of the slightest doubt—if interpreted properly, 
—or had the inferences drawn from them been propounded with less 
consequence, and did not the discussion I have raised concern a prin- 
ciple, viz., the method of examining the relation of Kátyáyana to Panini, 
the course I should have taken, in refuting the opinion of Professors 
Weber and Müller would have been adiflerent one. Ishould have at 
once stated the fact, that the inadvertence of the Calcutta editors of 
Pánini— (need I repeat that Dr. Boehtlingk's reprint is as conscientious 
in this case as in all. analogous instances?)—has skipped two words 
which belong to the Várttika,— words, which, indeed, are not absolutely 
required for a correct understanding of the Varttika, but the presence 
of which would bave prevented as much as the possibility of a miscon- 
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ception, however inattentive the reader of the Várttika might be. 
These words are no other than the words of Pánini's Sütra itself, 
which Káty&yana, no doubt with the distinct purpose of obviating the 
very possibility of a misunderstanding, has embodied again in his Várt- 
tika in placing them before his own Critical remark. In short, the 
Várttika runs thus: “Among the Brahmanas and Kalpas, which are 
proclaimed by an old one (or by the old), there is an exception in refer- 
ence to Yajnavalkya, on account of the contemporaneousness,” viz., of 
these latter Brahimanas with the old Brâhmanas spoken of by Panini. 
In this sense, then, Patanjali remarks, after having named the Brah- 
manas of Yájnavalkya and Sulabha, * Why (is there an exception to 
these?) *On account of the contemporaneousness;' that is to say, be- 
cause they, ४००, are of the same time ;' and Kaiyyata adds: *because 
they belong to the 'same time as the Brahmanas proclaimed by Sátyá- 
yana and so on,” !6? 


IT LEADS TO THE CONCLUSION THAT PANINI DID NOT YAT 
KNOW THE SATAPATHA-BRAHMANA, 


The ground on which we now stand is once more the ground we 
have occupied before. And when I previously asked whether it is likely 
that Panini could have blundered in conjugating or declining a common 
word, or whether he was not proficient enough to use the expression 
“eatable,” or whether he could have ignored the meaning of Áranyaka,-— 
I must now add the question whether he was likely to give a rule which, 
by an essential omission, would have vitiated the name of a principal 
Bráhmana? Could he have ignored that name which Stands foremost 
amongst all the authors of Bráhmanas ? So much so, that we have heard 
only by name of the Bráhmanas of Bhallu, SityAyana, and Sulabha ; 
but are full of the Satapatha-Bráhmana, proclaimed by Yájnavalkya ? 

In my belief there is but this alternative : either Patanjali, who men- 
tions the Bhállavins, together with other Bráhmanas, in his comment 
on the Varttika 26 to LV. 2, 104, is correct in Saying that the Bráhmana 


Panini, IV. 3, 105: पुराणपोक्त पु MAURY. — Katyayana: पुराणपोक्त पु ब्राह्मण- 
BUG याज्ञवस्क्या दिभ्यः प्तिषेधस्तुल्यकालत्वात्‌.---0०५॥॥]१1 : पुराणपोक्तः Maer याज्ञवल्क्या- 
दिभ्यः पृतिषेधो वक्तव्यः । याज्ञवल्कानि ब्राह्मणानि | सैलभानी ति। किं ERVA! तुल्यक्रालत्वात्‌। 
एतान्यपि लुल्यकालानीति. 1०४५०८०: तुल्यकालत्वादिति | शाद्यायनादिपोक्तोत्रांह्मणेरेकका- 
लत्वादित्यर्थः. For the sake of greater clearness, and in order to anticipate any objec- 
tion, I will mention, that the Sûtra of Panini itself precedes the words of the Vart- 
tika in the MS. E.LH. 330, whonce this passage is quoted; so that there can be no 
assumption of a meaningless or careless repetition of the words पुराणपाक्त पु a- 


कल्पेपु. "Moreover, the beginning of Patanjali's commentary?on the Varttika, and his 
method of commenting, as explained above, is sufficient 60 remove all doubt—if any 
still existed—that they belong to the Várttika. —Professor Benfey, too, is therefore 
mistaken, when, in his learned and valuable * Vollständige Grammatik der Sanskrits- 
prache" ($518) he says, “it has been explieitly stated [viz., by oue Várttika] that 
YAjnavalkya and some others do not belong to the old." 

14 
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ot Yajnavalkya is coeval with them, in this case all these Brihmanas 
must have been unknown to Pánini, and other Brühmanas must have 
been belore his mind's eye, when he wrote the Sûtra IV. 3, 105; or 
Panini did know and meant to imply in his rule the Bráhmana of Bhallu, 
and of others named by Patanjali,—then the error must be on Patan- 
jali's side, when he asserts that Yajnavalkya was their contemporary. 
I say purposely, it must bean error of Patanjali, for there is no evidence 
to show that Kátyáyana alluded to Bhallu, tor instance, when he speaks 
of contemporaries of Yájnavalkya; he may have referred, for aught we 
know, to proper names belonging to other old authorities--old from 
Panini’s point of view; and his error would then have cousisted in 
making Yajnavalkya the contemporary of the personages who were the 
authors of those old works. 

Yet both—the error of Patanjali and. the error of Kityayana—be- 
come explainable on the assumption that there is such a considerable 
period of time between Panini and Kátyágana, and much more so bet- 
ween Panini and Patanjali that Katydyana even could consider as “old” 
that which was not only not old, but in all probability did not yet exist 
in Pánini's time. 

Tt is curious, though I lay no stress on this circumstance, that the 
Káé&iká-vritti should pass over in silence the whole Várttika of Kátyá- 
yana, but should, in giving the counter instance, * Yájnavalkáni Brah- 
manáni, add: “ Why does this rule of Pánini (restrict the formation of 
Bráhmana names with the affix in) to those Bráhmanas proclaimed by 
ihe told’? Because the Bráhmanas of Yájnavalkya, etc., are called 
Yájnavalkáni Bráhmanáni, etc; for, according to legendary reports, 
these and similar Bráhmanas do not belong to a remote time. 103 Thus, 
on traditional grounds—which we should have thanked Jayáditya if he 
had designated in more precise terms—the Kâśikâ, too, discards the 
notion of the Yájnavalkáni Bráhmanáni being an exception to the much- 
quoted rule of Pánini. On the contrary, it looks, as we see, on the 
derivative Yánavalla as a counter-instance, which confirms the state- 
ment of Panini; but, I hold that this commentarry was wanting in 
judgment when it passed over in silence the Várttika of KAtyáyana, 
since the latter, by its very mistaken reproach, affords us a valuable 
means of judging on the chronological relation between Panini and 
Kátyáyana. 


$3 The commentary of the Kásiká on this Sütra which, as in general, is much 
better and more clearly worded than the comment of the Caleutta Pandits, runs thus 


(MS. ELH. 2440) : पृत्ययार्थैविशेषणमेतत्‌ | वृतीयासमर्थात्पोक्त णिनिपूत्ययो भवति । यत्तत्पोक्त 
पुराणपोक्त चेत्‌। ब्राह्मणकल्पास्ते भवन्ति । पुराणेन चिरन्तनेनपि णा पोक्त एुराणपोक्तम्‌ | mung 
तावत्‌ । भाछविनः । शाण्डायनिनः (should be शाव्यायनिनः) । ऐतरेयिणः ॥ कल्पेषु । पेङ्गी 
कल्पः | आरुणपराजी ॥ एराणपोक्त प्विति किम्‌ । याज्ञवल्कानि ब्राह्मणानि | आश्वरथः कल्पः । 
याज्ञल्क्यादयो हि न चिरकाला इत्याख्यानेछु वार्ता . I may add, that the Siddhánta-kaumudi 
also makes no mention of the Várttika of Kátyáyana, but, in reference to our ques- 


tion, merely contains these words (p. 81 b. line 1): पुराणेति किम्‌ | याज्ञवस्क्रानि (mis- 
edited याज्ञवल्क्यानि) ब्राह्मणानि. 
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NONE OF THE BRAHMANAS AND KALPA-WORKS IN EXISTENCE 
WERE ANCIENT WORKS FROM PANINI’S POINT OF VIEW.— 
THE KALPA-WORK OF KATYAYANA WAS NOT KNOWN 
TO PANINI 


Before I support with further arguments the conclusions | have 
drawn with regard to this chronological relation between the two gram- 
marians, it will be expedient to take a cursory view of the principal 
categories of known ancient writings not already mentioned ; acquain- 
tance with which, on the one hand, is shown by Panini himself; and the 
existence of which, on the other, may either be assumed to fall within 
a period not very distant from the time when Panini wrote, or in his 
time, to be open to doubt, on account of the reasons previously alleged. 

Since Panini teaches, in the rule I have so often referred to, that all 
ancient Brihmanas and Kalpa works bear names which end 
in the (technical) affix nini, the names of the former, by the common 
consent of all commentators, ancient and modern, being used in the 
plural only, we are justified in inferring that none of the works of 
the category now preserved in manuscript,so far as my knowledge 
goes, are ancient works from Pánini's point of view. That one of them, 
at least, the Kalpa work of Kátyáyana, cannot have existed in Pánini's 
time, would be the consequence of the foregoing inquiry ; but I should 
not venture to say more than I have said of the other ritual books of 
the same category. 


THE UPANISHADS WERE UNKNOWN TO PANINI. 


Again, it the conclusion I drew as to Panini's not having been 
acquainted with the Aranyakas be correct, it would imply, of necessity, 
that the Upanishads could not have existed when he lived, since they are 
a further development of this class of works ; and this conclusion, again, 
strengthens the arguments I liave adduced for the non-existence, in 
Panini’s time, of the Vájasaneyi-Samhita, arranged by Yájnavalkya ; for 
an important Upanishad, the fsa-Upanishad is the last portion of this 
version of the Yajurveda. 1%" 


"* Panini mentions the word Upanishad once, viz., I, 4, 79, but not in the sense 
of a sacred work. It occurs twice in the Ganas, viz. to IV. 3,72 and 4, 12 ; in the 
former it has tho sense of such a work, bub it is doubtful whether it has in the latter 
also.— In a note at page 325, Professor Müller gives a detailed account of the history 
of Anquetil du Perrow's Oupnekhat, which contains the translation of fifty Upanishads 
from Persian into Latin." Since his bibliographical sketch cannot fail to be of much 
interest and use to many of his readers, ib will not be superfluous to correcta mis- 
take of his when he states that the French translation of Anquetil du Perron was 
“not published.” It was not published entirely; but in the well-known work of Tiefen- 
thaler, Anquetil, Rennell, and Bernoulli : * Description historique et géographique- de 
UInde, cte. Berlin; vol. I, second edition, 1791; vol. 11.1780 ; vol, ITI. 1788," the second 
part of the second volume contains his translation * en francois barbare," as the author 
himself calls it, of tho “ Oupnekhat Narain (tire) de VAtharban Beid” (p. 297 ff.) ; ofthe 
Oupnekhat tadiv (tire) du Djedjr Beid” (p.301 f): of the ५ Oupnekhat A thrbsar 
(tiré) de VAthrban Beid” (p. 308 f£) and of the “Oupnehhat Schat Roudri (tiré) du 
Djedjr Beid” (p. 323 ff.) The same volume also contains an interesting paper 
of his “nouvelles preuves que lOupnuekhat ne parle nulle partdw Kaliougam 


CC-0. In Public Domain. Funding by IKS-MoE 


Digitized by eGangotri and Sarayu Trust. 


108 ATHARVAVEDA UNKNOWN TO PANINI. 


HE WAS ACQUAINTED WITH THE BLACK YAJUR-VEDA, THE 
RIG-AND SAMA-VEDA. 


HE DID NOT KNOW THE ATHARVAVEDA. 


That Panini was conversant not only with a Black Yajurveda, 100 but 
with a Rig-and a Sdma-veda, is borne out by several Siitras of his. We 
may expect, too, that he, like every other Hindu, looked upon the Rig- 
veda as the principal Veda; and this assumption is confirmed by the 
circumstance of his calling a Pâda of the Rigveda simply the “ Pada,” 
without the addition of the word Rik. 100 But there is no evidence 
to show that he knew an Atharvaveda. The word atharvan, itis true, 
occurs three times, but only in the Ganas to his rules, and there even only 
as the name of a priest. We may add, also, that the word atharvanila 
is found in two Sütras (IV. 3, 133, and VI. 4, 174), where it is ex- 


mi des trois autres Tougams” (Table des Articles; p. 548 fi.)— There is another 
work, published anonymously, which comprises, besides other interesting matter, 
translations in German of portions of Oriental works; the first volume of 
this work—the only one that appeared, I believed— bears the title * Sammlung 
Asiutischer Original Schriften.—Indische Schriften— Zürich, 1791," and contains, 
amongst others, a German translation of the first three Upanishads published in 
the work of Tieffenthaler, Anquetil du Perron, ete. As this volume is curious 
and of great scarcity, I subjoin a list of its contents, as given by the author 
himself: “ Bagawadam. Tewetat. Der Talapoeng Reg. Patimuk. Des Io Buch, 
Upnekhat. Mahabarat. Ind. Raschah. Ambertkend, Bedung Schaster Dirm Schaster. Nea- 


dirsen. Götter Verzeichnis Schastah-Bade. Lords Schaster. Tirunamalei. Ramesuram, 


Ramesuram Phil. Gesprüch Sastiram."— A note appended to the translation of the 
* Upnekhab Athrbsar,' at p. 280 of this work, drew my attention to * A prayer 
directed by the Brahmans to be offered up to the Supreme Being ; written originally in 
the Shanscrit language, and translated by C. W. Boughton Rouse, Esq.; from a Persic 
Version of Dara Shekoo, a son of Jah Jehan Emperor of Hindostan"—which prayer is 
appended to the “Institutes of Timour, by Joseph," White (Oxford, 1782); for the note 
in question says that this prayer is a free and abridged version, from the Persian, of 
the same Upnekhat Athrbsar (or Upanishad Atharvasiras), But having compared 
them, I cannot convince myself that such is the case ; though the ideas expressed 
in both compositions have much similariby.—In passing, I may mention, also, that 
this same prayer attracted the attention of the * Monthly Review of 1783, and, in 
consequence, that of August Hennings in his interesting work, * Versuch QUIT 
Ostindischen Litteratur-Geschichte nebst einer. kritischen Beurtheuling der Aechtheit 
der Zend-Bücher. Hamburg und Kiel, 1786." This work, which is extremely raro 
bears testimony to the extensive scholarship of its author ; it givesa critical ROO 
more or less detailed—of 114 works, and hasan Appendix, entitled “ Grundlage zw 
einem vollstündigen Verzeichnisse aller Schriften die Ostindien und die damit verbun- 
dene Länder betreffen. In alphabetischer Ordnung alse in A nhang zur Litteratur-G 
chte Ostindiens. Hamburg.” Ts Appendix contains the titl 
works of the 16th, 17th, and 18th century, referring to th istory, “ GENEA 
nations, languages, religions, and the natural ES of mi d क 
unknown not only to me, but to several Oriental scholars Menen and biblio- 
graphers whom I haye consulted about them. य TRU कर य 
1०४ Seo note 153. 


‘ For his knowledge of the Rigveda, compare VI. 3, 55, 133 

: I f b 133 ; VII. ete.; 
the occurrence of páda, VI. 1, 115; VIL. 1,57; VIII. 1, 18 ote; e ae 13 
94 ; IV. 2,7 ; V. 2, 59, etc. xx. E. 


eschi- 
es of not less than 1372 
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plained by Patanjali as meaning * the office and the sacred record of the 
Atharvan,"- that Patanjali confirms the occurrence of the word athar- 
van in the Gana to the Sütra IV. 2, 63, where it can only mean a literary 
work; and, besides, that the word átharvana occurs twice in the 
Ganas.'*" Yet even the testimony of Patanjali cannot entirely remove 
the uncertainty which, as we have seen above, must always adhere to 
the Ganas as evidence for or against Pánini, with the exception of their 
first word, mentioned by himself, or such of their words as are referred 
to by other rules of his. Nor does the occurrence of the word áthar- 
vanika in the two Sütras quoted necessarily confirm the interpreta- 
tion of Patanjali. It may there only mean the office of an Atharvan 
priest, who, probably, was employed in the performance of sacrificial 
acts. In short, there is no valid ground for attributing to Panini a ` 
knowledge of the fourth and least sacred Veda, the Atharvaveda ; and 
this doubt derives some additional weight from the fact that, though 
the word Angiras, one of the reputed Rishis of the Atharvaveda, is 
mentioned in a Sütra (II. 4. 65), neither the compound Atharvángirasas, 
nor its derivative, Atharvánigrasa, is met with in the Sütras of Pànini, 
though the former is the name, as well of the two seers of the Athar- 
vaveda, as especially of tbe hymns of this Veda itself,—while the latter 
means the observances connected with the Atharvaveda,and would have 
deserved a place amongst grammatical rules. 


PROFESSOR MÜLLER'S VIEW OF WHAT ARE THE OLDEST 
RIGVEDA HYMNS.—OBJECTIONS TO HIS VIEW. 


In the last chapter of his learned work, Professor Müller gives 
instances of hymns which he considers as belonging to the oldest -por- 
tion of Vaidik literature. It seems difficult to follow his arguments so 
as to arrive ata settled conviction on this point; for the reasons he gives 
in assigning these hymns to the earliest portions of Hindu poetry rest 
on impressions so individual, that assent or dissent of those who read 
the Rigveda hymns will depend much on their own disposition. I should, 
for instance, for my part, hesitate very much to assign to a hymn which 
speaks of thirty-three gods'9?* a place amongst the most ancient hymns, 
since it betrays, in my opinion, a very artificial and developed con- 
dition of religiousness, and a considerable deviation from what I hold 
to be the primitive feeling of the human mind. "The impression I derive 
from another hymn, a poetical version of which Professor Miiller gives 
(p. 564), and a prose translation of which we owed already to Cole- 
brooke (Misc. Ess. I. p.33), would be to the same eflect,—that it belongs, 


"' For Atharvan, seo the Ganas to LV. 2, 38 and 63; (it occurs, too, ina Varttika 
to LV. 3, 138). For Atharvanika, 19.8, 133; VI. 4, 174 and the Ganas to IV. 2, 63 
and (in the Kásiká) 60 ; for Atharvana the Ganas to IV. 2, 38 and 63 and (in the Kásiká) 
60.—On IV. 3, 133, Patanjali remarks, after the words of the Siitra : ग्राथवेणा धर्मः । 


आथर्वण ATAA: | इदमाथवेणार्थम्‌ | आधर्वेणिकार्थं च चतुग्रंहणं क्रियते । वसन्तादिष्वधर्वशब्द 


- आधवेणशब्दश्व (comp. LY. 2, 63) यधा ते षष्ठे ऽध्याये (VI. 4, 174) TERT ग्रहणं क्रियते 


eto. 
"5 Müller's Ancient Sanskrit Literature, p. 581. 
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not to the earliest, but to the very latest hymns of the Rigveda-Samhita ; 
forit seems to me that a song which begins, “ There was no entity, nor 
non-entiby.......leath was not, nor was there immortality ;" and 
concludes : “ Then who can know whence it proceeded, or whence this 
varied world arose, or whether it uphold itself, or not ? He who, in the 
highest heaven, is the ruler of this universe, does indeed know, but not 
another can possess that knowledge "—it seems to me that such asong 
must be already the result of the greatest struggles of the human 
heart : the full-grown fruit of along experience in thought,—in other 
words, that it marks the end, and not the beginning, of a phase of reli- 
gious development. 

I agree with Müller in one important point, viz, tp. 566): that 
“ the evidence of language is the most decisive for settling the relative 
age of Vedic hymns,” and I should have agreed with him still more if 
he had said that it is the only safe criterion with a European of the 
nineteenth century to settle this point. Therefore, when he adds that 
+ the occurrence of such a word as tadánim is more calculated to rouse 
doubts as to the early date of this [last-named] hymn than the most 
abstruse metaphysical ideas which may be discovered in it, "—though 
Idonot share the opinion expressed in his latter words,--L hold the 
adverb he mentions to be quite sufficient authority l'or removing this 
hymn from the earliest portion of Hindu songs. 


PANINLS VIEW OF WHAT ARE THE OLDEST HYMNS. 


But setting aside our personal feelings, which, aiter all, are of no 
consequence, we cannot be indifferent about learning what Panini 
considered to be the older or the more recent Vaidik hymns. A direct 
opinion on this point we can scarcely expect to obtain from bhimsell; 
but indirect evidence of his own impressions, or, more probably, of the 
tradition current in his time, I believe may be collected from his 
Sütras; and, however scanty it be, aud however much we may think we 
may be able, without his aid, to arrive at a similar result in regard tc 
the hymns I am going to name, it will not be superfluous to advert to it 
here. The hymns of the Rigveda--and, consequently, those collected 
from it for the version of the Sima-, and the two other Vedas-- were 
“seen,” as I have shown above (p. 40), by the Rishis, who received them 
from a divinity. 'Phis general belief was, as I there proved, shared in 
by Panini, who, therefore, was not so uushacrled by the inspiration- 
doctrine as Professor Miiller represents him to have been in his discus- 
sion on old and new Bráhmanas.'^? But there is a marked diference 
in the language he uses when speaking at one time of one category, 
and, at another, of another category of hymns; and it is this difference 
which induces me to express a doubt whether he looked upon all Vaidik 
hymns as immediate revelations from above. 


199 Ancient Sanskrit Literature, p. 801 : *Pánini, whose views are nob shackled 
by the inspiration-doctrine which blinded and misled all the followers of the ortho- 
dox Mimánsá school, broadly states the fact that there are old and new Bráhmanas; 
ete.” : 
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PATANJALY'S THEORY ON THE ORIGIN OF THE VARIOUS 
VERSIONS OF THE VAIDIK HYMNS. 


Iu his Sütras IV. 2, 7 to 9, he teaches the formation of words 
expressing the name of Simaveda-hymns, and he applies to the latter 
the word “seen,” ie, received by inspiration from the divinity. In the 
Sütra IV. 3, 101, on the other hand, he heads a chapter, which com- 
prises the next ten rules, with the words, *proclaimed by him," which 
words imply that the Vaidik compositions-—the names of which he 
teaches the student to form in these rules —were promulgated by the 
Rishis, whose names are the bases of the several derivatives.'7° That 
these two different expressions were chosen by Panini deliberately, 
results from the contents of the last-named rules. They contain 
amongst others (TV. 3, 105), names of Kalpa works, which, at no period 
of the Hindu religion, were “seen” or ascribed to superhuman author- 
ship. . This word “proclaimed” has also been noticed especially by 
Katydyana and Patanjali, who judge as follows of its import in these 
rules: —Kátyáyana: "(It might seem that) this word *proclaimed' is 
purposeless, since no affix is visible in (certain) derivatives (which imply 
its sense).”-—Patanjali: “Why is it purposeless? ‘Because,’ says 
KaAtyayana, ‘no affix is visible’ That is to say, if ‘proclaimed’ means 
that the Vaidik version of the Kalápas or Kathas is recited village for 
village, a derivative implying such a sense has no (special) affix.” — 
Kâtyâyana: “(It is purposeless, too) if applied to the sense 'book, for 
(in this case) an affix is taught (elsewhere).” —Patanjali : “There is an 
affix, if the sense ‘composed, as a book, is implied by it; but such an 
affix is provided for by another rule of Pánini,viz, IV. 3, 116. Could 
we, then, consider this word ‘proclaimed’ (in our rule) as used in refer- 
ence to the Veda? But again, the Vedas are not made (like a hook) ; 
they are permanent (or eternal)” —Kâtyâyana: “If (however, one 
should assert that this word) concerns the Veda, (he would be correct, 
provided that he meant to impart to the word ‘proclaimed’) a figurative 
sense.” -Patanjali (after repeating these latter words): “Ts it not 
said, however, that ‘the Vedas are not made, but that they are per- 
manent (ie. eternal)? (Quite so); yet, though their sense is per- 
manent, the order of their letters has not always remained the 
same; and it is through the difference in the latter respect that 
we may speak of the versions of the Kathas, Kalapas, Mudakas, Pippa- 
lidakas, and so on."!'' Now, whatever opinion we may entertain of 


"IV. 2, 7: ecd WIq.—1V. 3, 101: तेन प्रोक्तम्‌. —Praudhamanoramá : प्रकर्षणोक्त 
sem | अध्यायनेनाअव्याख्यागेन वा अकाशितमित्यथः । पृकर्षेणेति वचनाञ्नेह। देवद ्तेनाध्यापितम्‌, 
Compare the following note. 

Kaiyyata's and Nágojibhatta's gloss on Patanjali, 

7 ष्ण: तेन प्रोक्तम--ाए&/58)10 : ओक्तग्रहणमनर्थक॑ aaa. Patanjali : 
प्रोक्तप्रहणमनर्थकम॒। कि कारणम्‌ । तत्रादशनात्‌ | aR आसे कालापकं काठकं q 
प्राच्यते। न तत्र प्रत्ययो श्यते. 1१७४१७१ : ged च दर्शनात. —Patanjali: यत्र च हश्यते ग्रन्थः 
स भवति तत्र कृते ner इस्येव सिद्वम्‌ (V. 3, 116) p छन्दोऽ aS वक्तव्यम्‌ | न हि च्छन्दांसि 
क्रियन्ते । नित्यानि च्छुन्दांसि — Katyayana : छन्दो$्थैमिति चेत्तल्यस्‌ .—Patanjali: छुन्दो्थैमिति 
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Patanjali's aecounting for the various versions of the Vaidik texts, it 


चेत्तल्यमेतद भवति । [The MS. contains here a repetition, which is evidently a 
mistake of the copyist] aq atm न हि च्छन्दॉसि क्रियन्ते नित्यानि च्छन्दांसीति | 
यद्यप्यर्थों नित्य; । या त्वसै वर्णानपूर्वी सानित्या तद्भदाच्चतद्भवति काठक कालापकं मोदकं 
पैप्पल्लादकमिति । न तहीदानीसिदं वक्तव्यम्‌ | वक्तव्यं च | कि प्रयोजनम्‌ | यत्तन प्रोक्तं न च तेन 
कृतम्‌ | माधुरी (c.f. Kaiyyata: माधुरी) व्रत्तिः | यदि तहि तस्य निवन्धनमस्ति। इदमेव 
वक्तव्यम्‌ | तदप्यवश्यं वक्तव्यम्‌ । यत्तेन कृतं न च मक्त वाररुच काव्यम्‌ । जालूकाः :छोका ¦ 
.—Kaiyyala: saat वचिः प्रकाशाने ऽध्यायनरूपे वा dd करणे वा । तत्राद्ये S4 ग्रत्ययो न 
हश्यते | द्वितीये तु सूत्रान्तरेण (ic. 1V. 8, 116) सिद्धमिति मत्वाह । प्रोक्तत्रहणमिति ग्राम इति । 
सुशमांदीनां प्रतिग्रामं saa ऽपि सुशर्मणा प्रोक्तं काठकमसोशार्मणसिति [probably : काठकस्‌ | 
&re] प्रयोगो न दश्यत gad: । नित्यानीति । कतु रस्मरणात्तेपामिलि भावः | या त्वसाविति । 
महाप्रलयादिषु वर्णानपुर्धीविनाशे पुनस्त्पद्य (MS. पुनतत्पद्य) ऋषयः संस्कारातिशयाद्द दाथ 
स्मृत्वा शब्दरचना विदधतीत्यर्थ : (Me. edie) | तद्भेदादिति | आनुषूर्वौसेदादित्यर्थः । 
ततश्च कठादथे! वेदानुपूर्व्याः कर्तार ua ay स्थिता एव सुशमांद्वित्पवक्तारः । ततश्च च्छुन्दस्यपि 
कृते ग्रन्थ इत्येव (IV. 3, 116) सिद्धः प्रत्यय इति भावः | माधुरीति। माधुरेण प्रथमतः 
प्रकाशितेत्यथै : । (IV. 8, 108) कलापिनो ऽणित्यणग्रदणस्याधिकविधानार्थे छावूबृद्धादप्य- 
त्राण्भवति (MS. ०्थद्याद्वरृद्धा००) । द्विविधं चेह sb ge wea स्त्र (कृ)तं वा यःप्रकाशितं 
तेन प्रोक्ताधिकार एव कठादिभ्यो वक्ष्यमाणप्रत्ययविधानस्‌-- 815०/०1०२: तेन प्रोक्तम्‌ । 
कालापककाठकयोर्गोत्रचरणादवुज (LV. 3, 120) धर्मामश्नाययारिति बोध्यम्‌ । प्रपूर्वा वचिरिति । 
अध्यायनरूपे पकाशने AT [both MSS. of the E, I.H., No. 350 and 1209, in the same order] 
add करणे वेत्यन्वयः | ननु काठकमित्यादो प्रत्ययदशनान्न TAA इश्यत इत्यनुपपन्नमत आह | 
सुशमांदीनामिति । भाष्ये ग्रन्थे चेति da कृत ग्रन्थ इत्यर्थ : (1५. 8, 116) । ग्रन्थः स इति तेन 
कृतो ग्रन्थः स इत्यर्थः । अंशेन वेदस्थ नित्यत्वं स्वीकृत्यांशेनानित्यत्वमाह । यद्यप्यर्थ इति । ग्रनेन 
वेदत्वं शब्दार्थाभयवृत्तिध्वनितम्‌॒ Ms. 1209 RRA ; perhaps ०त्तिरितिध्व०) | ag धाता 
यथा पू्वमकल्पयदित्यादिश्रृतित्रल्लेनानुपूव्यापि सैवेति नव्यपूर्वमीमांसासिद्वान्तात्सा निव्येत्ययुक्तमत 
श्राह | महाप्रलयादिष्विति । ग्राजुपूव्योस्ततत्त्णघटितत्वेनानित्यत्वमिति भाव इति केचित्‌ 
तन्न । यद्यप्यर्थो नित्य इत्यादिवाक्यशेपविरोधात्‌ | अर्थस्यापि ज्यातिष्टोमादेरनित्यत्वात्‌ | 
प्रवाहाविच्छेदेन नित्यत्वं तूभयोरपि तस्मान्मम्वन्तरभेदेनानपूर्वी faa) पतिमन्वन्तरं dur 
शरुतिरन्याविधीयत इत्युक्तरित्यन्ये । परे तु । अर्थों नित्य इत्यत्र कृतकत्वविरोध्यनित्यत्वस्येवाभ्युपगमः 
पूर्वपक्षिणा तादशनित्यत्वस्यरेव च्छन्दःसूक्तेः । एवं चार्थशब्देनात्रेश्वरः । सुख्यतया तस्यैव 
सवेवेदताः्पयंविषयत्वात्‌ | aga सवरहमेव aa इति गीतोक्तरित्याहुः (XV. 15) वर्णानुपूर्व्या 
श्रनित्यव्वे मानमाह तद्‌भेदाञ्चति | ग्रनित्यव्वव्याप्यभेदेन तरिसिद्धिः | भेदो ऽन्न नानात्वम्‌ | ईश्वरे 
तु न नानात्वं (MSS. नतत्वं ?)। भेदे मानं व्यवहारमाह | काठकेत्यादि | अर्थेक्येऽप्याजुपूर्वीभे दादेव 
काठककालापकादिव्यवहार इति भावः । श्रत्रानुपूव्यनित्येत्युक्तेः पदानि तान्येवेति ध्वनितं तदाह । 
ततश्च PST gel मन्जूपाया द्रव्यम्‌ | ननु माधुरादवृद्धाच्छेन भाव्यमत श्राह (comp. 
IV. 2, 114) | कलापिना SRU (IV. 3, 108) | «edd कठादिभ्यः प्रोक्ताधिकारे प्रत्ययविधानं 
SEA | quee न च तेन कृतमित्यर्थैबाधादत आह । द्विविर्ध चेति प्रोक्ताधिकार एवेति। 


कृतम्रहणेन स्वाप्रकाशितस्त्रकृतल्येव ्रहशादिति भावः, [Obvious mis-spellings in the MSS.— 


especially in MS. 350, which here is more indifferent than MS. 1209—whence this 
passage is taken have been left unnoticed by me. The text here given is, in my 
opinion, as correet as the MSS. in question will allow to edit it.] 
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is evident that Panini—who comprises Kalpas under the term pro- 
claimed ”—looked upon the works, the names of which are taught in 
these rules, not as having been “seen ” or received immediately from 
the divinity. They must, in his mind, therefore, belong toa later period 
than the Simaveda hymns which he treats of in the rules IV. 2. 7-9 as 
having been " seen." Nor would there be anything remarkable in this 
view, if it merely referred to the Brahmana works which also are the 
subject of his rules ; for this class of inspired literature is looked upon 
by all the authorities as being interior in degree, and, [ hold therefore, 
less immediate, as an emanation, than the hymnsof the Samhiti's. But, 
there occurs in midst of these rules one (IV. 3, 106) which contains the 
word Chhandas which, being contradistinguished from the word Bréh- 
mana in the preceding rule (LV. 3, 105), cannot have there any other sense 
than that of Mantra, as I have shown above; or, 11 it should be thought, 
that it is contrasted there with Kalpa as well as with Bráhmana in 
the preceding rule, it would mean Veda in general—Mantra and Bráh- 
mana. And in connection with this word Panini writes, * Saunaka,” 
Saunaka, however, we know, from Siyana’s commentary on the Rigveda 
and the Anukramani, was the Rishi who is supposed to be the author 
of the second Mandala, as we now posssess it, though in a former 
version it appears to have belonged to the Rishi Gritsamada.! '? 


I have quoted the full gloss of the three principal commentators on this important 
Sutra and its Varttikas, because it is of considerable interest in many respects and, 
at the same time, bears out my statement at page 48. We see Kaiyyata and Nago- 
jibhatta writhing under the difficulty of reconciling the eternity of the Veda with 
the differences of its various versions, which uevertheless maintain an equal claim to 
infallibility, Patanjali makes rather short work of this much vexed question ;aud un- 
less it be allowed here ७० reuder his expression zar 1a (which means “letter”), “word” 
it is barely possible even to understand how he ean save consistently the eternity or 
permanence of the * sense of the Veda. That the modern Miwánsists maintain not 
only the “ eternity of the sense " but also the “ permanence of the text,” which is 
tantamount to the exclusive right of one single version, we learn, amongst others from 
Nágojibhatta. But as such a doctrine has its obvious dangers, it is not shaved in 
by the old Miminsists, nor by Nágoji, as he tells us himself. He and Kaiyyata 
inform us therefore that, amongst other theories, there is one, according to which the 
order of the letters (or rather, words) in the Vaidik texts got lost in the several 
Pralayas ov destructions of the worlds; and, since each Manwantara had its own 
revelation, which differed only in the expression, not in the sense of the Vaidik 
texts, the various versions known to these commentators represent theso successive 
revelations which were “remembered,” through “ their excessive accomplishments,” 
by the Rishis, who, in this manner, produced, or rather reproduced, the text current 
in their time, under the name of the versions of the Kathas, Kalipas, and so on. In 
this way each version had an equal claim to sanctity. There isa very interesting 
discussion on the same subject by Kumárila in his Miminsá-Várttika (1. 3, 10) I 
forbear, however, quoting it on the present occasion on account of its great length, 
and because J hope to be able to give it in a more appropriate place. 

™ Compare Sáyasa in the beginning of his commentary on the second Mandala; 
Professor Wilson's detailed acconnt in his trauslation, vol, ii. p. 207; and Professor 
Müller's Ancient Literaturo, pp. 281, 222 ; as woll as the corresponding passage from 
Shadgurusishya at p. 237, í 

15 
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PANINI CONSIDERS THE SECOND MANDALA OF THE RIGVEDA, 
IN ITS PRESENT VERSION, TO BE AMONGST THE LESS 
ANCIENT PORTIONS OF THIS VEDA, 


Should, then, my view of Panini’s rule be correct, it will follow 
that Panini considered this second Mandala as of a later date than the 
other Mandalas; and we cannot but admit that even the first hymn 
of the second Mandala fully confirms this impression, for, by speaking 
of Hotri, Potri, Neshtri, Agnidhra, Pragastri, Adhwaryu, and Brahman 
priests, it certainly betrays a very advanced development of sacrificial 
and artificial rites. 


THE SIX PHILOSOPHICAL SYSTEMS WERE UNKNOWN TO PANINI. ~ 
1, MIMANSA. 


Mimánsá is a word of special grammatical interest, not in so 
far as its affix á is concerned—for the latter belongs to a general cate- 
gory of derivatives dealt with by Panini in his rule IIL. 3, 102—but on 
account of the irregular formation of its base. It must be admitted 
that the Sütra I. 3,62 may belooked upon as including this base also ; 
but whether the instance miméns, given by the commentators, has 
there the general sense of considering, or the special sense of the 
philosophical reasoning of the Mimánsá, cannot be inferred from the 
general tenor of this rule. This latter sense is emphatically expressed 
by two words derived from miméns, viz, Mimünsá, the name of the 
philosophy; and Mimámnsaka, a Mimáusá philosopher. Neither word 
occurs in Pánini.''" Nor does he mention Jaimini, the author of the 
Mimán$a-Sütra; and it is, perhaps worthy of our attention, that not 
even the Ganas to Panini contain the formation of this word, which is 
of as much interest as any other word of the Gana DBálhwádi (IV. 1, 
GR) 


2, VEDANTA, 


The word Vedanta having no remarkable grammatical peculia- 
rities, had no claim to the notice of Panini; but had he been aware of 
the word Vedantin, “one who knows the Vedanta,” it would certainly 


"Even Kátyáyana gives no Varttika to teach the formation of m/mansaka, though 
this word is of some interest from a grammatical point of view. Amongst those words 
which designate followers of a doctrine or philosophy, it is the only one formed with 
a krit-aflix, It occurs, e.g., asan instance of Patanjali, to I. 2, 64, v. 17, II. 2, 29, and in 
a Kárik& of the latter to III. 2. 123. where it is rendered by Kaiyyata vicháraka ; it 
occurs, too, as an instance, not in the Mahabháshya, but the Kásiká and Siddh.-k. 
to II. 1,58, in the compound मीमांसकदुदु रूढ; and itis probably the property of the 
Calcutta Papdits, as an instance to IV, 8, 9. 


74 With regard to Jaimini, L have only to add that tho instance जैमिनिकडार or 


कडारजैमिनि to If. 2, 88 has not yet found a place in the Bháshya or in Kaiyyata's 
commentary; it occurs in tho Kásiká and the Ganaratnamahodadhi ; but on what 
authority Jayáditya and Vardhamana give this handsome epithet to the old Jaimini, 
or whether it is levelled against another Jaimini, I havo no means of stating. 
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have required a special rule of his, since there is no Sitra in his 

Grammar by which tlie sense of this derivative could be made out satis- 

factorily. And as Panini notices but one single wordin which the base 

is not a proper name, and the affix in (technically ini) imparts to the ` 
derivative the sense of studying or knowing, viz., anubráhmanin, “one 

who studies or knows a work like a Brahmana” (IV. 2, 62), the omis- 

sion of Vedántin acquires increased significance,'?® 


3. SANKHYA. 


Sánkhya is a peculiar form. It comes from sankhya, and desig- 
nates the philosophy which is based on synthetic (sam) reasoning 
(khya). Its very name shows that it is the counterpart, as it were, of 
Nydya (ni-aya), or the philosophy founded on “analytical reasoning.” 
For while the former builds up asystem of the universe, the latter 
dissects it into categories, and “enters into” its component parts, 
Yet a grammatical rule would have had to explain why the name of 
the former system is not a krit-formation,—for instance, its very base, 
sankhyd, analogously to the krit-formation nyáya. It has not been 
noticed by Panini. Nor does he teach—as he probably would have 
done had this philosophy existed in his time—that the same word 
means, as a masculine, a follower of the Sankhya philosophy.'7¢ 


4. YOGA. 


The word Yoga occurs several times in the Sütras, ''" but never 
in the sense of a system of philosophy; and the only two derivatives 
of this word which are taught by Panini, viz., yogya and yaugika (V. 
1,102) are two words which have no connection whatever with its 
philosophical meaning. In the sense of“ religious austerity,” it seems 
to have been known by Panini, though he has no rule on the formation 
of this word, appareutly because it offers no other grammatical 
interest than that which would be satisfied by his general rules LII. 
3, 18 and VIT. 3, 52; for he has a rule on the formation of yogin (LII. 


2, 142). But this word means a man who practises religious austeri- 
ties ; it does not mean a follower of the Yoga system of philosophy. 


1४5 In the Sütra IV. 3, 111, the affix in (technically, ini) has a similar purport, but 
the base implies a proper name ; thus, Karmandin, Krisásicin mean “ one who studies 
or knows the works of Karmanda, Krisás wa." 

१7० For the various explanations, given by native authorities, of this term, I 
need now refer to one essay only, since it probably comprises all the literary 
information—and not only on this point-—which can be obtained in our days on 
Sinkhya writers, and certainly more than any one scholar in Europe would have 
at his eommand—I mean the learned and excellent preface of Dr. Hall to his 
elaborate edition of the Sénkhya Pravachana. The latter sense of the word Sánkhya, 
“a follower of the Sánkhya philosophy," occurs, e.g, in the Bhagavad-Gitá, II. 3; 
or, together with the word Ké@udda, “a follower of the Vaiseshika doctrine,” in the — 


commentary of Sankara onthe Vedanta 90800, II. 3, 51: बहुष्वात्मसु सर्वेगतेषु प्रतिशरीरं > 
वाह्याभ्यन्तराविशेषेण संनिहितेषु मनोवाक्कायेधेमाधर्मलच्णमह्टसुताज्यते | साङ्कथानां तावत्तत्‌। ` 


, » » - . काणादानामपि 
17 T, 2, 54. 50.—11H. 4, 20,— V. 1, 102 3 4, 44, 47. 50. 126.— VI. 4, 74, 75, —VIIIL, 1,59, 
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116 NYÀYA UNKNOWN TO PANINI, 
5. NYAYA. 


That Nyága was known to Panini in the sense of syllogism or 
logieal reasoning, or perhaps logical science, I conclude from the 
Sütra ILL. 3, 122, '* where its affix conveys the sense ol instrumenta- 
lity, i.e., that by which analysis (lit. entering-into) is effected, for the 
same form, nydya, is made the subject of another rule (III. 3, 37), where 
Panini gives as its meaning “propriety, good conduct," which would 
lead to its later meaning, “policy.” Unless we drew this distinction 
between the two Sûtras named, the first Sütra would become superfluous. 
Norisit probable that a civilization like that which is traceable in 
Panini’s rules could have done without a word for syllogistic thought. 
But between this sense of the word nydya, and its designating the special 
system of Gautama there is a vast dilference. Nay, had Panini even 
written the Gana IV. 2, 60, which implies, in its present version, the 
formation naiydyila, this latter word would not require us to infer that 
it means there a follower of Gautama’s school; it may only signify a 
man who studies or knows the laws of syllogism.!'? To substantiate 
this conclusion, with all the detail it deserves, would be a matter of 
great interest; for no philosophical school has dealt more largely with 
grammatical subjects than the Nyáya school, and its branch, the Vai- 
éeshika. The nature of sound” and * word," the question whether 
word is * eternal or transitory,” the “ power" or purport of words, the 


A further insight into Dr. Boehtlingk's * edition" of Panini. 


YT regret that I must again animadvert on an error of the Calcutta editors. In 
their gloss on the Sütra HI. 3, 122, they give the following etymology of न्याय, ‘ais | 
LR ड Es 
नीयन्त ऽनेनेति । sup. According to them, this word would therefore come from 
“to lead,’ an etymology whicb, of course, is absolutely impossible. Nor is there 
any trace of it in any of the commentaries known to me. Patanjali and his com- 
mentators have no remark on this easy word. The Kásilá, which explains every Sütra, 

6 CLAN CN H 
writes नीयते ऽनेनेति न्यायः, but neither allows these words to be preceded by “शज, 
q a 5 ES 
nor, as this quotation shows, to contain a third person of the plural (नीयन्ते). Its 


gloss obviously means, “ because entering is made (नि + इयते) by it, the derivative 
is न्याय.” The Siddhdnta-kawmudi (fol. 211 a, line 7) has an analogous interpretation : 
"नियन्ति . . . . . snm," cte., which is still more transparent. But what must one 


think of the proficiency of an “ editor" of Pánini, who has none of the laborious 
work—which always gives a title to indulgence—of comparing MSS. and compiling 
a commentary,—who merely reprints the labour of others,—and yet, even in a simple 
case like this, does not feel induced to consult the Kásiká or Siddhánta-kaumudi, 
though he talks a great deal, even on this oceasion, of the Kásiká “A. B. and C," 
but without mastering its “a, b, c," simply repeats the gross blunder of the editors 
of his edition of Panini! 
G A "EN 

u To arrive at the form नेयायिक.1 is necessary to combine with the Gana 

quoted, the Sütra VII. 3,3. The same word न्याय in the philosophical sense occurs 


in the Gana to IV. 3, 73, where a MS. ofthe Kásiká has even the reading न्यायविद्या; 
and probably,in the same sense in the Gana to VIII 1,27; but even if Panini him- 
self had written it there, we should not be justified in giving it a more definite sense 


than the one stated. In the Sütra IV, 4, 92, and the Gana to IV. 3, 54, it has the sensé 
of “ propriety.” A 
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relation of base and affix, and such kindred matters are treated of in 
a vast literature based on the Sütras of Gautama; and the controver- 
sies of the Naiy&yikas with the Vaiyakaranas or etymologists need not 
blush before those of our modern philosophers. I must, however, confine 
myself on the present occasion, as heretofore, to giving asmall amount 
of proof, that Panini could not have known the Sütras of Gautama. 


GAUTAMA’ DEFINITION OF JATI (GENUS), AKRITI (SPECIES), 
AND VYAKTI (INDIVIDUAL). 


After having refuted the opinion that the sense of a word conveys 
either the notion of genus or that of species, or that of individual, each 
taken separately, Gautama continues :-—“ 1. The sense of a word con- 
veys (at the same time) as well the notion of genus (jati), as that of 
species, (ükrili), as that of an individual (vyakti). 2. An individual 
(vyakti) isa bodily form asa receptacle for the particularization of 
qualities. 3, Species (@kriti) is called the characteristic mark of 
genus. 4. Genus (1617) is that which has the property of (intellec- 
tually) producing (species) of the same kind." 5० 


PANINI DOES NOT MAKE USE OF THE TERM AKRITI, 
HIS TERM JATI IS THE SAME AS GAUTAMA'S AKRITI. 


Let us now refer tothe terminology of Panini, and see how he 
dealt with similar notions. In the first place, we find that ne does not 
make use of a term dkpiti. We meet, in his -Grammar only with the 
two terms játi and vyakti. In the rule I. 2, 52, he Speaks of (words 
which express) “ qualities as far as a játi goes;” and the instance of the 
jati, given by Patanjali, is a tree. ! ?! 


3 3 S 3 क्तिगेणविः 
"" Nyàya Sütras IL 131—131: जात्याकृतिञ्यकय़स्तु पदार्थः ॥ व्यक्तिगेणविशेषाश्रयो 
९ A nAn = = T. H 

ala ॥ आक्कतिर्जातिलिङ्गाख्या ॥ समानग्रसवात्मिका जातिः ॥.--॥॥८ object of Gautama 
is to show that individual, species and genus are notions which cannot be conceived, 
independently of one another, and thata separation of one from the other produces 
a fallacy. In translating the term vyakti, stress must be laid on the word visesha 
“particularization;” otherwise there would be but one individual. The same con- 
sideration induced me to differ, in my translation of dkriti, from Dr. Ballantyne, who, 
in his meritorious edition and learned translation of the Nyáya-Sütras, renders this 
term "form," whieh undoubtedly is its usual sense in non-philosophical writings. 


But when Viswaudtha, in his comment on the Sütra II, 124, Writes: ARRATIA प्था न- 
विशेषः and on 11. 188 : जातिलिङ्गमित्याख्या zen जातेगेत्वादेहि सास्रादिसंस्थानविशेषो- 


लिङ्गम्‌,॥० intends, in my opinion, to convey the understanding, that dkritiis “the 


particularization of organisms," and “the characteristic mark of 'eowhood' is the 
parlicularization of the organism of a cow" which, translated into our philosophical 
language, would mean that dleriti is species. In my rendering of the fourth Sütra 
(IT. 134) the parenthetical words are borrowed from Viswandtha, who comments on 


them thus; समानः समानाकारकः प्रसवो बुद्धिजननमात्मा स्वरूपं यस्याः सा तथा च समाना- 
कारबुद्विजननयोग्यत्वमर्यः There can be no doubt, therefore, that Gautama meant 


our term genus, 
"un 81 22,182: विशेषणानां चाजातः.-1 must observe here that the Kásiká and, on 
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At T. 2, 58, he treats of the optional use of the singular or plural : * i 
the word expresses a jâti,” (e.g. a Bráhmana or the Bráhmanas) ; at 
V. 2.133, he applies the term jáli to the elephant,—at V. 4, 37, to 
herbs,—at V. 4, 94, to stones and iron, a lake anda cart,—at VI 1 
143, to the fruit Kustumburu,—at VI. 3, 103, to. grass ;—and IV. 1, 03 
is a rule on. * játi-words, which are not permanently used in the femi- 
nine gender." It is not necessary to multiply these instances, in order 
to show that Pánini understand by játi the same thing that Gautama 
understands by âkriti, viz., species ; 182 and I may add at once, that 
he has no word at all for the notion of “ genus 


its authority, the Calcutta edition, are quite ab variance with Patanjali, in explain- 


ing the last words of this Sütra, as if it had the sense च भ्रज्ञातः. Patanjali distinctly 
ejects such an explanation, on the ground that itis impossible to speak of quali- 
ties which are not jdtis, He rejects, too, such instancesas पञ्चाला जनपः सुभिक्षा 
संपन्नपानीय बहुमाल्यफत्तः which illustrate his pürrapaksha ; an instance of his conclu- 


sionis बदरी सक्ष्मकण्टका मधुरा TT:—Pataniali, कथमिदं विज्ञायते । जातियद्विशेषणमा- 
हेस्विज्जातेर्यानि विशेषणानीति | कि चातः । यदि विज्ञायते जातियद्विशेषणमिति सिद्धं eum 
जनपद इति। सुभिक्षा (MS og )संपन्नपानीयः | बहुसात्यक्त इति न सिध्यति । श्रथ 
विज्ञायते | जातेयानिविशेषणानिति | सिद्धं सुभिक्षा (MS. our) संपश्चपातीय $ । वहुमाल्यफल 
इति । पञ्चाला जनपद इति न सिध्यति । एवं तहिं नेवं विज्ञायत जातियद्विशेषणसिति नापि 
जातयानि विशेषणानीति | कथ ताहे विशेषणानां युक्तवदूभावा भवति. ४६४।॥० ; श्रा जातेः. - 
Patanjali: आ जातिप्रयोगात्‌ | किमर्थ पुनरिदसुच्यते.-\॥७॥०: विशेषशानां वचनं जातिनि- 
gaa —Patanjali: जातिनिवृत््यथो5 AARM: | किस्रुच्यतेजातिनिव्वृत्यर्थं इति न पुर्नावशोप- 
णानामपि युक्तवदूभात्रो यथा स्यादिति Vártüika समानाधिकरण॒त्वात्सिद्धस्‌.- Patanjali : 
समानाधिकरणत्वाद्विशेषणानां युक्तवद्भावो भविष्यति | यद्येवं नाथों ऽनेनलुपो ऽन्यत्रापि जातयु क्त 

वदभावो न भवति । छान्यत्र। बदरी सूक्ष्सकण्टका age ae इति । कि पुनः कारण्मन्यन्नापि 
mag war न भवति ote.—Kaiyyala : . , . . . . . '्रजञातरित्यसमर्थसमासः । सवति 
aaa: संबन्धात्‌ | उभयथा चाव्या्तिः प्रतिषेधस्थेति प्रश्नः । द्या जातिप्रयोगादिति सूत्र are: 
प्रश्लेषः न तु नज्ञः ete. 

Patanjali and Kiitydyana knew the system of Gautamu. 


12 There js, indeed, a Kárik& of Patanjali which explicitly corroborates this 
comparison which I have made between Panini and Gautama, and which, moreover, 
has an additional import in affording evidence that Gautama is prior to Patanjali. 


J mean the Káriká to 19. 1, 62, which says : थ्राक्वतिग्रहणा SAARA च न सवेभाक d 
सकृदाख्यातनिग्रांह्या गात्र च चरणः सह, ie. “juli has (in Panini) the sense of áleriti ; 


it does not possess all the genders, and, once determined, is easily recognized 
(elsewhere) ; but it is, too, a family with its schools.” The following passages from 


Kaiyyata will bear out my translation : ITE RITE UL यस्याः साकृतिम्रहणावयवसन्निवेशचि- 
शेषब्यङ्गथे त्यर्थः [For these last words compare Viswandtha's comment on the Nydya 
Sûtra II. 183, in note 180.] एतन गोत्वादिजातिलक्षिता ब्राह्मणत्वादिस्तु न संगृहीता ब्राह्मण- 
„०००००००१ चेत्रियादीनां संस्थानस्य सदशत्वादिति तत्संग्रह्यायाह । लिज्ञानासिति, ete, 
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As to vyakti, it occurs but once in the Sütras, viz. I. 2, 51, and 
means there “linga” generic mark, which, in grammatical terminology, is 
gender. The notion of individuality is not represented by a special 
word in the language of Panini; the nearest approach to it is his word 
adhikara, as itis used in the rules TI. 4,13. 15, and V. 3, 43, where it is 


सकृदति | श्रयं गोरिति सक्ृदुपदिश जातिनिग्रदीतु fag’ पिण्डान्तरे sehen गोत्रमिति । 
अपत्यमित्यर्थ/ । चरणशब्देन शाखाध्यायिना गृह्यन्ते । गोत्रस्य सर्ैलिङ्गत्वात्प्रथगुपादानम्‌ | 
नाडायनं नपुंसकमिति, दशनात्‌. And after having explained the Kárik4 of * another" 
quoted by Patanjali, on the same subject, Kaiyyata adds, “ from this quotation by 
Patanjali it has been inferred that the former Káriká expresses his own opinion :” 
पूर्वाक्तमेव लक्षणं भाष्यकारस्य मतम्‌ । अपर आहेत्यमिधानादित्याहुः, —On another occasion 
Pabanjali, in adapting himself to Pánini's use of the term jàti (i.e., dkriti), observes 
in a somewhat poetical strain (T. 2, 52, after the last words of the quotation from 
the Bhishya in note 181): ग्राविष्टलि्ठा जातियेलिङ्गसुपादाय sadi उत्पत्तिप्रभृत्या 


विनाशात्तलिङ्गं न जहाति [Kaiyyata आविष्टं लिङ्गं यया साविष्टलिङ्गा नियतलिङ्गे्यर्थः, ete.] ien 
“Tf jdti has a fixed gender,—whenever it has taken that gender, from birth to death 
it does not abandon that gender."—I mast also call attention to another passage 
from the Mahabhashya, which likewise shows that j#ti has, in Panini, Gautama's 
sense of @krili, and which at the same time proves that Patanjali not only had a 
knowledge of the philosophical application of the latter term, but, when speaking in 
his own name, uses akriti in the same manner in which itis used by Gautama. In 
the passage 1 am alluding to, he broaches the same problem which is proposed by the 
Ny â 


ya-Sütras. but as a grammarian, and in reference io Pánini, who has no term for 
genus, he comprises in his question merely the alternative whether the sense of a 
word in Pá»ini implies * species " (akriti), or * individuality” (dravya). His answer 
is, that it comprises both, for those who maintain the former alternative are justified 
in their opinion by the Sttra I. 2, 58, and those who ineline towards the latter, by 


the Shira T. 2,64, Pat«njalis Introduction (ed. Ballantyne, p. 40-42) : कि पुनराक़ृतिः 
पदार्थ आहेस्विदृद्ृव्यम॒। उभवसित्याह । कथं ज्ञायते । उभयथा ह्याचायेण सूत्राणि प्रणीतानि । 
APA पदाथ मत्वा जात्याख्यायामेकस्मिन्वहुवचनमन्यतरस्यामिव्युच्यते | दरव्यं पदार्थ मत्वा 
सरूपाणामेकशेष आरभ्यते--- ५ hether Katyayana, in using the expression असवेलिज्ञा 
जातिः (I. 4, 1. v. 3, of the Calentta edition), merely adapted himself to the manner 
in which Panini uses जाति, or whether he, too, had not; yet a knowledge of Gautama's 
definition would have remained doubtful, had he not availed himself, in another of 
his Várttikas, of the term ákriti exactly in the sense in which it is defined by the 
Nyáya Sütra—viz, in the Varttika 5 (ed, Cale.) to VIL 1,74 :sp वा समानायामाकृतो 
भाषितपुंस्कविज्ञानात्‌; and though Patanjali observes that this Varttika is superfluous, 
since its contents are a matter of course, we may, nevertheless, be thankful for its 
word ग्राकृति, and the conclusions it enables us to draw in our present case,— 
Patanjali : न वा वक्तव्यस॒ । कि कारणम्‌ । समानायामाकृतो भापितपुस्कविज्ञानात्‌ । 
समानायामाकृतो यदूभापितपुंस्कम्‌ | श्राकृत्यन्तरे चैतद्भाषितपुस्कम्‌ | किं वक्तव्यमेतत्‌ | न हि 
कथमनुच्यमानं रंस्यते । एतदप्यर्थैनिदेशास्सिद्धम्‌; and Kaiyyata ......... तत्र पीलुशब्दो 
IEA dfe: फलाकृतो नपुंसकलिङ्ग इति पुंबदूभावाग्रसङ्गः 

18 Vyakti is used in the same sense by Kityiyana in the Varttika 1 (of the Cale. 
ed.) to I. 2, 52. 
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rendered by the commentators by dravya“ substance.” The term vi$es- 
hyamay be compared to adhikarana ; but asit signifies “the object to be 
qualified," it is not the counterpart of játi,but of viseshana, “the 
quality.” 

The result of the foregoing comparison betwen Panini and Gauta- 
ma must remove, I believe, every doubt as to the chronological position 
of both. The expressions of Páninishow that he had not even conceived 
so much as the philosophical problem started and solved by Gautama, 
The very manner in which Patanjali is compelled to answer the ques- 
tion, whether “the sense ofa word" in Panini “implies species or 
individuality""— viz., that at one time it implies the former, and at 
another, the latter, shows that philosophical investigations into the 
“sense of the word” had not yet troubled Panini’s mind. A mere 
difference of opinion between the grammarian and the Nyaya philosopher 
would be no proof for the posteriority of the latter; but the absence 
of the problem itself, in the Sütras of Panini, is, I hold, sufficient ground 
for this inference. A problem of this kind could not have been slighted 
by Panini if he had been aware of it; it would have entered un- 
consciously, as it were, into his terminology, and into the mode ot 
delivering his rules. There is abundant evidence in Patanjali’s Great 
Commentary, that his training must have been a philosophical one; 
and it is Kátyáyana's superiority, too, in this respect, which inflicts on 
Panini a quantity of Varttikas finding fault with his empiric aud un- 
philosophical treatment of grammatical facts. 


6. VAISESHIKA WAS UNKNOWN TO PAN 


NL 
After this conclusion, it seems needless to add that the Sütras 
ignore the word vaiseshika, which, irom a grammatical point of view, 
would have had as much claim to being noticed by Panini as any word 
comprised in his rules IV. 2, 60 and 63. The formation vaiśeshika is 
taught in the Gana to V. 4, 34, but merely in the sense of viśesha. 


CHRONOLOGICAL RELATION BETWEEN PANINI AND THE UNNADI-SUTRAS, 


There is an important class of ancient works the chronological 
relation of which to Panini deserves our peculiar attention here, from 
the circumstance that their contents are more or less kindred with 
those of Panini’s work,—I mean the grammatical works known under 
the name of Unnádi-Sátras, Dhátupátha, Prétidkhyas, Phit-Sátras, and 
we may add to them the Nirukta, the exegetical work of Yâska. Each 
of these works, with perhaps the exception of one, if I am not mis- 
taken, is unanimously considered by Sanskrit Scholars, 88 prior to the 
Grammar of Pánini. 2 

PROFESSOR MULLER'S ARGUMENT THAT THE UXNADI-SUTRAS 

ARE ANTERIOR TO PANINI, 


Before 1 proceed to examine whether this view can be upheld or 
not, I will quote Professor Müller's opinion on the age of the Unnddi- 


™ Compare II. 1,57 ; also V, 1, 119, v. 5 (ed. Cale.) 


CC-0. In Public Domain. Funding by IKS-MoE 


| 
| 
| 
j 


Digitized by eGangotri and Sarayu Trust. 


DR. AUFRECRT'S VIEW OF THE AGE OF THE UNNADI-SÜTRAS, 121 


Sütras. * We do not know,” he says, “by whom these Unádi affixes were 
first collected, nor by whom the Unadi-Sitras, as we now possess them, 
were first composed. All we can say is, that, as Panini mentions them, 
and gives several general rules with regard to them, they must have 
existed before his time.”!** 


Dr. AUFRECHT’S ARGUMENTS TO THE SAME EFFECT. 


On the same subject, Dr. Aufrecht, to whom we are indebted 
for a careful edition of the Unnádi-Sütras, together with a commentary 
by Ujjwaladatta, expresses himselt thus'*°:—“ We have no direct tradi- 
tion as to the author of the sütras. They were composed before the 
time of Pánini, as they are referred to by him in two different passages 
of his Grammar. The fact, however, that both Ydska and the author 
of the above-quoted Karika [viz., to III. 3, 1] specify Sakatayana as 
the grammarian who derived all nouns from verbs, speaks in favour 
of Nâgoji’s conjecture, that the authorship is to be attributed to 
Sákatáyana. Nor is this supposition entirely unsupported by the 
evidence of the sfütras themselves. In one place (II. 38) we are 
told that the people of the north used the word karshaka for ‘a hus- 
bandman ;’ in another (IV. 128), that they employed kéri in the mean- 
ing of ‘an artisan. This distinction refers toa period of the language 
of whieh no mention is made by any grammarian after Panini. In 
another rule (III. 144,) we find the name of Sálravarmana, an old gram- 
marian who is ouly once more quoted, namely, in Pámini, VI. 1,130, Tt 
is of some importance also, that the author of the siitras considers 
a$man (stone) and bhuvana (world) as Vaidic, whereas they are treated 
by Panini as words of common occurrence. These facts, even when 
taken collectively, furnish no decisive evidence as to the authorship of 
the sütras, but they show, at all events, that they were composed a 
considerable time before Panini.” À 


Refutation of these arguments, 


Ihave in the first instance, to demur to the correctness of one of 
these “acts,” which, if it were real, would dispense with any further 
proof of the Unnádi-Sütras having preceded—not, indeed, Pánini, for such 
an inference would always remain hazardous-—but his grammatical 
work. It is true that this grammarian speaks twice of Unnddis, but he 
never speaks of Unnádi-Sütras.'?" The former term merely implies a 
list of Unnádi affixes, and may imply,according to analogous expressions 
in Panini, a list of words formed with these affixes ; !5* but it can never 

= - m याचया 


"* Ancient Sanskrit Literature, p. 151, 
"* * Ujjvaladatta'siCommentary on the Unnádi-Sátras, edited from a Manuscript 
in the Library of the East India House, by Theodor Aufrecht. Bonn, 1859." Pret 
lace, p. viii.— The Unuadi-Sutras were first published in the Caleutta edition of the 
Siddhanta-kaumudi, afterwards reprinted—without any further consultzticn of 
MSS., but with deteriorations by—Dr. Dochtlingk. Compare note 53. 


1 IN, 3, 1: उणादयो बहुलस्‌; and 111. 4, 75; ताभ्यामन्यत्रोणादयः. 


"* Vaidyanatha on the Paribhásha उणादयो ञ्युत्पन्नाने मातिपदिकानिः aa 
दयः । तदन्तानि तदन्तत्वेनाभिसतानि I. 
16 
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imply a work which treats of these affixes and these formations, like 
the Unnádi-Sütras which we are speaking of. Between a list of Unnádis 
—affixes or words—and Unnádi-Sütras, there is all the difference which 
exists between a lexicographical and a grammatical work. All the 
conclusions, therefore, which are based on the identity of botb, vanish 
at once. 

With the conjecture of Nágojibhbatta I shall deal hereafter; but 
when Dr. Aufrecht quotes the meaning of kdrshalea, ‘husbandman, and 
of kári, ‘artisan’ as proving his conclusion, I candidly confess that I do 
not understand how the fact of these words having been used by the 
people of the north, in the sense given, can have the remotest bearing 
on the point at issue, even if in the whole stretch of the voluminous 
grammatical literature subsequent to Pánini, all of which, of course, is 
covered by his assertion, no grammarian had made mention of the dis- 
tinction he is adverting to. The Unnádi-Sütras profess to give such 
information as is not contained in Panini’s work; he himself informs us 
of this character of the Unnádi list in the two rules alleged. It is but 
natural, therefore, that we should find in these two Unnádi rules, as 
indeed we find in all the rest, much interesting matter of which no 
trace occurs in the Sütras of Pánini. 

But even assuming that my inability to understand this premiss 
of Dr. Aufrecht only proves my own incapacity, I might go further and 
ask—What proof does there exist that these two Sütras, which have 
nothing characteristic or peculiar in them, were not added to the origi- 
nal Sütras at a later time, since Dr. Aufrecht himself has shown that 
the genuineness of sixteen Sütras was suspected by Ujjwaladatta 
himself? And I may add-—are there not, for instance, in a valuable 
commentary on more than 300 of these Unnádi-Sütras, composed by 
Nrisinha, who lived Samat 1577, or 1520 after Christ, at least in the 
MS. Ihave consulted, not only many readings which differ from the text 
of Ujjwaladatta, as edited by Dr. Aufrecht, but three Sütras the subs- 
tance of which is now in the Commentary, and three Sütras which are 
neither met with in the text of Bhattoji nor in that of Ujjwaladatta 21१० 


^? And has this question—which portion of the grammatical literature is later 
than Pánini ?—heen so finally settled that, at present, any one is allowed to speak of 
it as a matter of course ? 
New Unnadi-Stitras taken from the Commentary of Nrisinha on the Uyuddi-Sitras, 
this Commentary being « portion of his Swaramanjari. 


Between the Sütras III. 60 and 61 we read in the E.I.H. MS. 98 of Npisinha's 
Swaramanjar? (on accentuation’—where theseUnnádi-Sütras occur— a Sütra which is 


neither amongst those of Ujjwaladatta, nor in his commentary, viz. ‘घारेणिक च ॥ 
द्वि t O N 
Comm.: anadifa धरुणः । दिवो धमे धरुणे । धरुण एकविशः । मध्योदात्तः 
Between IV. 2 and 3, it has a Sfitra, the contents—but not the wording—of which are 
embodied in Ujjwaladatta's Sütra IV.2: कुशे; किच्च ॥ Comm.: कृशेरानुन्प्रत्ययः किञ्च । 
कृशतीति कृशानुः | सम्राडसि कृशानुश्च. Between IV. 00 and 91: तमेचु कच (its substance 
occurs in the commentary on Sütra IV. 90); Comm.: तमेरूलप्रत्ययः । बुगागमो दीघंश्च | 
eee | ताम्यति तेनेति तांबूजम; and श्रणातेदु ‘afr (embodied also in the 
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It scems, therefore, that with the actual doubts we must entertain as to 
the originality of several Unnádi-Sütras, it is by no means safe to appeal 
to two or any such Sûtras for chronological evidence, unless they be able 
to show cause why they should not be ranked amongst the additions of 
later times, १1 

And again, what possible conclusion as to the chronological rela- 
tion of the Unnádi-Sütras to Panini can be drawn from another quota- 
tion made by Dr. Aufrecht ? Chákravarmana, he says, is once quoted 
by the Unnádi-Sütras, and “ only once more, namely, in Panini.” I will 
make no remark on these latter words. That they are quoted by both 
is undeniable ; but since it happens that both Dr. Aufrecht and I have 
quoted Panini, does it follow that either of us lived a “considerable 
time” before the other, or before any other writer who may also have 
quoted Panini? When, however, Dr. Aufrecht points out that the 
author of the Unnádi-Sütras “considers asman (stone) and bhuvana 
(world) as Vaidik, whereas they are treated by Panini as words of 
common occurrence,” 1, too, lay much stress on the statement con- 
tained in this passage of the Unnádi-Sütras, but by it arrive at the very 
opposite inference to that which has suggested itself to him. For, if 
Pánini treated these words which occur in the Vedas as words of 
common life, and, on the other hand, the author of the Sütras in ques- 
tion had ceased to use tbem in his conversational Speech, and records 
the fact that they belong, not only to literary language, but to that of 
the very oldest literature,—I do not conclude that such facts “show, at 
all events, that they (the Unnádi-Sütras) were composed a considerable 
time before Panini,” but I conclude that Panini lived in that Vaidik age 
when a$man and bhuvana were as well Vaidik as common words, and 


Commentary of Ujjwaladatta) Comm.: UTA SAAT: l gaiga l श्रुणातीति 
शादू लः । गवयः SIE लाय राज़ः. Before V. 28, it mentions a Sütra which is neither 
amongst those of Ujjwaladatta nor embodied in his Commentary : शाखा || Comm.: 
शाखेति निपात्यते | शो तनूकरणे । शाखाभ्यः स्वाहा ete. Before V. 52 which precedes 
V. 70, and follows V. 69 and the new Sütra (Le, V, 69—the new Sütra—52. 70): 
दिवेडिचेडिनच l| Comm. : दीव्यतीति द्योः l दिवौ l दिवः; ihis Sütra, too, is neither 
amongst the Satras nor in the Commentary of Ujjwaladatta. 

™ Dr, Aufrecht himself observes (p. ix) with perfect accuracy : “the unádisü- 
tras have not been handed down to us in their original form. It was not the inten- 


tion of the author to give a complete list of all the unádi-words, but merely to 
‘collect the most important of them, Hence we frequently meet with the sentence: 


बहुलमन्यत्रापि ‘in various other words, too,’ or अन्येभ्यो ऽपि दृश्यंत ‘the same suflixes are 


found in other words, too." The former of theso expressions, quoted by Dr. 
Aufrecht, occurs, indeed, five times and the latter once; and Patanjali says in his 


Káriká to IIT. 3, |, and in his comment on it: बाहुलक प्रकृतस्तनुदृष्टेः ॥ तन्वीभ्य: प्रकृतिभ्य 
उणादयो दृश्यन्त न सर्वांभ्या दृश्यन्ते ॥ प्रायसमुच्चयनादपि तेषाम्‌ ॥ प्रायेण खल्वपि समुचिताः । 
न सर्वे समुच्चिताः ॥ कार्यसशेषविधेश्च तदुक्तम्‌ ॥ कार्याणि खल्वपि सशेषाशि कृतानि। न 


सवांणि लक्षणेन परिसमाप्तानि. Since, then, the Unnfdis are admitted, even hy Patan- 


jali, to be an incomplete list, and if there is evidence to prove that at recent periods 
writers permitted themselves to supply the deficiencies, it will be admitted that my 
hesitation is not a hypercritical one, 
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therefore required no distinetive remark of his; that, on the contrary, 
the author of the two Unnádi-Sütras in question belonged to a period 
when these words had become obsolete in common life,—in short, that 
Panini lived a considerable time before this grammarian. 

© An inference, however, of such importance as this could not be 
considered as resting on sufficiently solid ground if there were no other 
means of establishing it than two Sütras of a work avowedly open to 
interpolations at various periods of Sanskrit literature. 


ON THE CRITICAL TEST BY WHICH TO JUDGE OF THE CHRONOLOGICAL 
RELATION OF PANINI TO THE UNNADI-SUTRAS AND OTHER 
GRAMMATICAL WORKS. 


In order to support it with stronger arguments, I must raise a 
previous question, which does not concern the Unnádi-Sütras alone— 
the question, whether or not Panini was the originator of all the 
technical terms he employs in his work? Since he adverts, several 
times, in his rules, to grammarians who preceded him,'** it would pro- 
bably—not necessarily —be possible to answer this question if we pos- 
sessed the works of these grammarians. Sdkatáyana's grammar seems 
indeed, to have come down to us, but though, in such a case it would be 
within my reach, it must still remain at present a sealed book to me, 
and I must treat it like the worksof Gargya, Kásyapa, and the other 
predecessors of Panini who merely survive in name and lame.!?? 

There are, in my opinion, two Sütras of Panini which may serve as 
a clue through the intricacies of this problem. 


FIVE SUTRAS OF PANINI, THE KEY-STONE OF HIS WORK. 


In five important rules 01 his, Pánini states that, on principle, he 
will exclude from his grammar certain subjects, as they do not fal! 
within his scope. But since he gives reasons for doing so, he at the 
same time enables us to infer what he considered his duty, as a gram- 
marian, to teach.'"* Amongst these rules, one I. 2, 53) referring toa 


१०२०८ See note 97. 

19 The knowledge that Sákatáyana's Grammar exists, and is preserved amongst 
the treasures of the Library of the Home Government for India, we owe ie ce 
much of our knowledge of Sanskrit literature, to the lamented Professor Wilson who 
speaks of it in his Mackenzie Collection, vol, I. p.160. Many years ago I obtained 5 
sight of the precious volume; but as it is written on palm leaves in the Hala Kernáta 
character, and as 1 could not attempt to make it out without a magnifying glass, and 
then only with much difliculty, I was compelled to abandon my desire! of. eios 
its contents. Jt is to he hoped now that a learned, laborious, and competent Sanskrit 
scholar will transcribe and publish this awkward MS. and thus relieve Sanskrit 
studies from a suspense which no one can feel more keenly than I do in ditm 
these lines. Imustadd, at the same time, that doubts have been lately expressed 
to me whether this MS. contains really the original work of Sákatáyana SEINS a 
Grammar founded on his. aes Y 


A further insight into the character of Dr. Boeitlingh's “ edition ” of Pánini. 


१०४ These rules are I. 2, 52-57. They contain Pánini's grammati 
2 ninis atical 
the key-stone of his work. But all that the “ed:tor t Pânini has i ERAT 
respect to them is the following attempt at an epigram (vol. II, p. 47) : “ Panini makes 
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subject touched on by him in a previous Sütra, says: “Such matter 
will not be taught by me, for it falls under the category of conventional 
terms, which are settled (and therefore do not require any rule of mine ; 
literally: for it has the authority of a sanjnd or conventional term).” 


an expedition against his predecessors.” And thus, in taking up that which is 
merely incidental, and, compared with the subject itself, quite irrelevant, he com- 
pletely leads the reader away from the real importance of these rules. The Kásiká, 
it is true, mentions tha& Pánini differs in the principles he lays down in these rules 
from previous grammarians ; but it is far from making a joke or concentrating the 
essence of its comments on so futile a point, It shows, on the contrary, the full 
bearing of these rules, and, 1 believe, it would have done still betterjhad it embodied 
in its gloss tho remarks of Patanjali on some of these Sütras. At all events, the 
commentary of the Kásiká on them was deemed important enough even by 
Dr, Boehtlingk to be quoted by him on this occasion in its full extent, though his 
reason for doing so is merely to show the “ expedition of Panini against his prede- 
eessors, “The whole,” (viz., this expedition) he writes in introducing the Kasika, 
“becomes sufficiently clear through an excellent commentary, I mean the Rasihd- 
vritti, which will make any other remark superfluous.” As the quotation he then gives 
from the Kasika is the only one, of any extent, in his whole second volume, and as ho 
assumes all the appearance of treating if with that minute and Critical and conscien- 
tious eireumstantiaiiby which even in an incidental quotation must be extremely 
weleome,—1I mean by giving the various readings of his MSS, (“4 "=MS, 829; “pg” 
—MS. 2440 of the East India House—wrongly described by him at p. liv.), by record- 


ing the omissions in either of them, even so far as the omission of a “च? is con- 


cerned,—in short, as he gives us in his lengthened and highly valuable extract from 
the Kásiká a specimen of his editorial character, I considered it my duty to make a 
comparison of his edition of this portion of the Kásiká with the two MSS. named and 
used by him. For though I was perfectly well acquainted with his So-called 
Commentary on Panini, and though it has been my thorough conviction for very 
many years that his curtailed reprint of the Calcutta edition—I will not qualify it 
now otherwise—by suppressing important texts and by propagating errors which, 
even iu a reprint, are not excusable, has been more an impediment to a conscientious 
study of Sanskrit grammar, and of Panini in particular, than his very imperfect 
commentatorial remarks may have done service to beginners, —though my opinion of. 
the literary activity of Dr. Boehtlingk was the result of a careful study of his works, 
and was by no means founded on occasional errors of his, or formed in disregard of 
all the difliculties he had to contend with;—in short, though not all the imperfec- 
tions of his writings—if they amounted only to such—would ever have induced me to 
stint the share of indulgence which I hold ought to be always and largely awarded 
to laborious and honest work, whatever be its failings, I have considered it my duty 
to make this comparison since, within the chain of the peculiar circumstances which 
weigh on his edition of Pánini and on some of his other “ editions," too, the point I 
wanted to ascertain, once more, did not so much concern a question of scholarship as 
one of seientifie reliability. The result of my comparison was this. Dr. Boehtlinglr 
records ab his quotation from the Kásiká to I. 2,53, the various readings of MS. 


A निर्दिश्यते (for B प्रतिनिर्दिश्यते), कस्मात्‌. (for B कुतः), वरणावर (for B वरणा), लिङ्गवचनं 
(tor B gaat च), and यथा च (tor B यथा); but he does not say that A reads the 
last words: आपो दारा गृहाः सिता (sic) वर्षा इति.--46 1. 2, 54, he mentions that MS, A 
has omitted the word शब्द; but he does not state that A reads STR: instead of B's 


reading वक्तव्य; , nor that B has a marginal note on the word अग्रख्यानात्‌ whieh runs 
thus केगजनपदादेः सत्रियादिभिः संबन्धः | तस्याप्रल्यानादनुपलक्धेरित्यधैः And he edite 


his own authority—without any remark whatever—ayattae—iwhich is perfectly 
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PATANJALI ON THE TECHNICAL TERMS OF PANINI. 
KAIYYATA ON PATANJALIS GLOSS IN QUESTION. 


To these words Patanjali appends the following gloss: “ When Pánini 
speaks of conventional terms which he will not teach, because they 
are settled, does he mean, by this expression, such technical terms 
as ti, gru,bha, and the Tike? No; for sanjnü is here the same as 
sanjnana, ‘understanding’ (i.e., a name which has a real meaning, 
that may be traced etymologically).” And Kaiyyata enlarges upon 
these words in the following strain: “ The question of Patanjali is 


meaningless—while both MSS. read वृत्तयोयान्नगरे.--4 I. 2, 55, he mentions that A has 
omitted यदि and तस्य; moreover that B reads: qahat जनपदे TAA: | 
adio; but he doesnot say that A omits also योगाभावे before तस्य, and adds तत्र beforo 
the last words प्रवृत्त इति And what is much worse, he not only edits तञच्चावश्यमभ्यु- 
परान्तव्यम्‌, while both MSS. read तच्चावश्यमेवाभ्युपगन्तव्यस्‌, but नायं निसित्तकः--1०॥।८ is 
simple nonsense—while both MSS. have the intelligible reading नायं योगनिमित्तकः 
—At I. 2, 56, he observes that इति is omitted in D and तत्‌ in 4; but he 
does not mention that instead of B's ०प्रमाणत्वातू । अन्य, ote, A reads: 
० प्रमाणत्वादिलयन्य, ete.; nor does he mention that B reads अथसिद्धस्त्त्र f 
यत्नेन; while A reads अर्थसिद्धः किं यत्नेन but, again, he edits, without any remark 
whatever, ग्रथांन्यप्रमाणत्वात्‌ , which is ungrammatical, in spite of the concurrent 
and correct reading of both MSS. : अर्थस्यान्यप्रमाणत्वात्‌ (or A ०त्वादिति, see before).— His 
remarks at J. 2, 67, are that A omits ग्रशिष्य--भवतः, and that B reads हि (for A च) 


परिभाषन्तः (for A परिभापन्ते), nnd मत्वथ (for A अन्यपदार्थो). Yet he does not record 
the various inaccuracies of A, which are essential for 


those not acquainted with this 
MS., in order that they may form an Opinion on it 


and on its relation to the read- 
ings of D. Thus he omits stating that A reads the commencing words ग्रशिष्यसिति 


add, that it omits इदं श्वः कतेव्यं, and reads पुनराहुरह JHO for B's more correct reading 
पुराहुः। अहरुभ ०, But Dr, Boehtlingk likewise does not mention that B has a marginal 
note to the ४०7 न्याय्यात्‌, viz. न्यय्यो (sic) यमः; that A reads चाशिष्ये ते for B's चाशिष्ये 
(in the commencement) ; that Badds g after अपरे (last line of his page 48) ; that A reads 
तथा चोपसजन o for B तथोपसज ० (first line of his page 49), and नेव व्युत्पायन्त for 
Ba 3d व्युत्पाद्यन्त, And to erown the edition of this portion of the “excellent com- 
mentary, 1 mean the kasikd-vritti, which will make all further explanation super- 
fluous,” Dr. Boehtlingk prints, without a single remark (p. 49, line 4), तथोपसजेनमप्रधान- 
मिति TER; when A has the following passage : तथोपसजन वयमन्न गृहे ग्रासे वा। 
उपसजेनमप्रधानमिति गम्ये (sic), whereas B gives the complete sentence in this way : 


तथोपसजंनं । प्रस्तवादथवौचित्यादेशकालविभागतः । mein 


वयमत्र शृहे ग्रामे वा उपसजेनमम्रधानमिति गम्यते.-40 such 


easy text of a commentary to only five Sütras of Pánini,—of a commentary, too, so 
pompously announced by himself, and laid before the public with so much appear- 


ance of care and conscientiousness ! 


प्रतीयंते न शब्दादेव केवलात्‌ | 


is his edition of even an 
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suggested by the rule of analogy. His answer is in the negative, be- 
cause context itself has a greater weight than (mere) analogy. Now, 
though such terms as ti, ghu, bha, and the like, are settled terms, this 
circumstance would not have been a sufficient reason in an etymologi- 
eal work (like that of Panini) for leaving them untaught, for they have 
no etymology.’ * Understanding, (as Patanjali paraphrases sanjná) 
means mentally entering into, understanding the component parts of a 
word, [or it means the words which admit of this mental process.]"! *5 


INFERENCES TO BE DRAWN FROM THIS GLOSS AS TO THE ORIGINALITY 
OF CERTAIN TERMS OF PANINI. 


From this rule of Panini and the commentaries alleged we learn 
therefore— 

1. That his Grammar does not treat of those sanjnás or conven- 
tional names which are known and settled otherwise. 

2. That this term sanjná must be understood in our rule to con- 
cern only such conventional names as have an etymology. 

3. That it applies also to grammatical terms which admit of an 
etymology, but not to those which are merely grammatical symbols. 

4. That such terms as ti, ghu,and bha were known and settled 
before Pánini's Grammar, but that, nevertheless, they are defined by 
Panini because they are not etymological terms. 

Having thus obtained, through the comment of Patanjali on the 
Sütrain question, a means by which to judge of the originality of 
Panini’s terms, we must feel induced to test its accuracy before we 
base our inferences on it; and the opportunity of doing so is afforded 
not merely by the technical symbols which Patanjali himself names,— 
we easily ascertain that Panini has given a definition of them,—but 
also by another of these important five Sütras. This Sütra (T. 2, 56) 
says: “ Nor shall I teach the purport of the principal part of a com- 
pound (pradhdna), or that of an aflix (pratyaya), because they, too, 
have been settled by others (i.e., people know already from ot her autho- 
rities, that in a compound the sense of the word ravitates towards 
its principal part, and in a derivative towards the affix.)"' *6 

Thus we learn here from Panini himself that the term pratyaya 
(afix) was employed before he wrote his work; and if Pataujali's 
interpretation be correct, Panini, who also makes use of this term, 
must have left it undefined, since it has an etymology and was “settled” 
in his time. And such, indeed, is the case. Panini uses the word 
pratyaya many times (e.g., I. 1, 61. 62. 69; 2, 41. 45; 3, 63. etc., ७(८.), he 
heads with it a whole chapter which extends over three books of his 
work, yet he gives no definition whatever ofits sense. Winding, then, 


™ Panini, 1, 2, 59 : तदशिष्यं संज्ञाग्रमाणत्वात्‌.-०(००।१); : कि या एताः क्रत्रिमा्ट्युभादि- 
संज्ञाः तत्मामाण्यादशिष्यस्‌ । नेत्याह। संज्ञानं संज्ञा. Kaiyyata कि या एता इति । प्रत्या- 
सत्तित्याया प्रश्नः । नेत्याहेति । प्रत्यासत्तेः सामथ्यं बलवत्‌ । न हि टिघुभादिसंज्ञानां प्रमाणत्वं 
युक्तवदूभावशाखस्याशि्यत्वे हेतुरुपपद्यते | संबन्धाभावात्‌ | अवगमः संप्रत्यय इत्यर्थः, 

""Pünini, 1. 2, 80: प्रधानम्रत्ययार्थवचनमर्थस्याच्यम्रमाणस्वात्‌, Thero is no Bháshya 
on this rule. 
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that Patanjali's comment is confirmed by Pánini's own words, we may 
proceed; and we then obtain the results that the Sütras employ, but 
do not explain such terms, for instance, as prathaind (nominative), 
dwitiyd (accusative), tritiyd (instrumental), ehaturthi (dative), pancha- 
mi (ablative), shashthi (genitive), and saptami (locative). And the 
commentators apprise us that these words were technical names used 
by the eastern. grammarians, which are referred to by Panini in some 
of his rules.'?' We likewise meet in his work with such terms as 
samása (compound TI. 1, 3), tatpurusha (II. 1, 22), avayibháva (II. 1, 5), 
bahuvrihi (IL. 2, 28), krit (III. 1, 93), taddhita (IV. 1, 76), ete., etc.: he 
enumerates all the special compounds or affixes which fall under these 
heads, but does not give any definition whatever of the meaning of 
these names. Again, the commentaries, in adverting to them, tell us 
that the terms expressing compounds, for instance, belong to “older 
grammarians." 

When, on the other hand, we see that he does give a definition of 
karimadháraya (1. 2, 42), or of samyoga (I. 1, 7), or of anuuásika (I. 1, 8), 
terms which are conventional and admit of an etymological analysis, 
we are at once compelled to infer that he was the first who employed 
these technical names in the sense stated by him. And this conclu- 
sion would apply with equal force to all other terms of a similar kind 
which do not merely head an enumeration of rules but are clearly defined 
by him, e.g., to savarga (I. 1, 9), pragrihya (I. 1, 11), lopa (I. 1, 60), 
hraswa, dirgha, pluta (I. 2, 27), udátta (I. 2, 29), anudátta (I. 2, 30) 
swarita (I. 2, 31), aprilcta (I. 2, 41), etc., etc. Nor do I believe that this 
conclusion becomes invalidated in those instances in which Panini gives 
a definition, while yet there may be a strong presumption that the 
term defined was already used in his time, forit seems to me that, in 
such a case, his definition either imparted an additional sense to the 
current term, and, in reality, thus created a new term of his own, or 
had a special bearing on the technical structure of his own work. When, 
for instance, he defines the term divandwa,'®* though there is a pro- 
bability that this term was used by previous grammarians,!?? his de- 
finition may have corrected the current notion on the subject implied by 
it, as I infer from the lengthened discussion of Patanjali. Or, when he 
uses the term upasarjana in one of those five rules already mentioned, 


thus allowing us to conclude that it was a current term in his 


7 IT. 8, 46. 2. 3. 13. 30. 7 ete. 

> TT, 2, 29: चार्थ ZZ :. 

"^ EASIER (MS. 829, B.LH.) on I. 2, 57: तथा च पूर्वाचार्याः परिभापन्ते । ग्रन्यपदार्था 
बहुत्ीहिः | पूर्वपदार्थप्रधाने। ऽव्ययीभावः | उत्तरपदाथ्रेप्रधानस्त्त्पुरुषः | उभयपदार्थप्रधानो इन्द्र 
इत्येवमादिः MS. 2440, E.LH,, reads मत्वर्थे instead of FATE, but both r 
objectionable, as we may infer from the Mahábhásya on II. 1,20 : 
ूर्वपदार्थप्रधानः । कश्रिदुत्तरपदार्थप्रधानः । कश्रिदन्यपदार्थप्रधान: | कश्चिदुभयपदार्थ प्रधान: 


ote. ; and these identical words reoccur in the Mahabhashya to 11, 1,49, Neithor of 
the terms bahuvrihi, avyayibhdva, or tatpurusha is explained by Pininii—Compare 


also note 44, and my Dictionary, s.v. अन्यपदार्थप्रधान, 


eadings are 


इह कश्चित्समासः 
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time;*?? and still appears to define it in two other rules,*?^' his definition 
is in reality no definition at all; it merely instructs the pupil how he 
may recognize an upasarjana rule in his work.292 

To extend this inference to purely grammatical symbols like those 
mentioned by Patanjali, e.g., gha, shash, lule, ślu, lup, etc., etc., would be 
wrong, after the remark of this grammarian; for, as we learn from him, 
that they are not sanjnás, in the sense in which Panini uses this word 
in his rule L. 2, 58, we cannot decide to what extent he may have 
invented these names, or whether he even invented any of them, since 
Patanjali distinctly tells us, as we have seen, that ti, ghu, bha, were 
terms already known to Pánini. 


APPLICATION OF THE TEST THUS OBTAINED TO THE UNNADI-SÜTRAS. 


1f, then, we apply the test we have obtained to the Unnádi-Sütras, 
we shall have, in the first place, to observe that the technical, and, at 
the same time, significant names which would fall under the category of 
Panini’s rule (T. 2, 52), and which are not only used in, but are indispens- 
able to, the mechanism of these Stitras, are the following: abhydsa, 
avyaya, udátta, upadhd, wpasarga, dirgha, dhátu, pada, vriddhi, lopa, 
samprasárana, hraswa.*?* Amongst these, Pánini gives no definition 
whatever of dhâtu ; for his explanation is merely an enumeration (I. 8, 
1); and the same remark applies to wpasarga (I. 4, 59), and perhaps to 
vriddhi (1. 1, 1) and avyaya (I. 1, 37. 38, etc.). It is probable, therefore, 
that Panini did not invent these terms, but referred to them as of cur- 
rent use. On the other hand, he distinctly defines hraswa, dirgha 
udábtta, upadha, lopa, samprasárana, and abhydsa.2°* The term pada is 
also defined by him, but it seems that he merely extended its current 


A SIEGE 

२०० 1. 2, 57: कालोपसजने च तुल्यम्‌. 

२५ T, 2, 43 : प्रथमानिदि E समासउपस्जनम्‌.-1. 2, 44: पुकविभक्ति वापूर्वनिपाते. 

?* In the foregoing remarks I have drawn a distinct line befween the definition 
which Pánini gives of a term,--as when he says “ abliyasta are the two syllables con- 
stituting a reduplieated base" (VI. 1, 5), or “pratipadika is that which has a sense, 
but is neither a verbal root nor an alix” (T. 2, 45); and the enumeration he makes 
of the matter comprised under a term, as when he says “ dhâtu is called bhi, cte." 
(I. 3. 1), or * pratyaya (affix) is that which is treated from the beginning of the third 
book up to the end of the fifth" (IIT, 1, 1), For I hold that Panini could not, at one 
time, feel the necessity of defining the linguistic properties of a grammatical category, 
and at another leave unexplained the notion, for instance, of a verbal root, an affix, 
a particle, and so on, while using these terms extensively, unless these notions were 
sufficiently clear at the time he wrote, and his grammatical purposes were attained 
by stating what application he gave to these terms in his work. An ovidence of the 
plausibility of this view is afforded, e.g., by the terms Gtmanepada and parasmaipada. 
In rules VI. 3, 7 and 8, Panini mentions that these terms are used by “grammarians,” 
which expression ean only moan that they were in use before ho wrote ; and in rules 
I. 4, 99 and 100 he enumerates the conjugation endings comprised under these deno- 
minations, but gives no deflnition.of the terms themselves. 

१७ E. g., I. 12. 15. 27. 32. 48.--11. 10. 59. 05. —III. 114.—IV. 55. 130. 144.—V. 19, ete. 


९ 2 ^ 
२५ L3,27: erat ss her Aga: -1. 2, 29: उच्चेरुदात्तः.-1. 1, 65: AR ञ्न्त्यात्पूवे 
उपधा.--. 1, 00: अदर्शन लापः.-1. 1, 45: इग्यण : संप्रसारणम्‌.-ए. l, 4: पूर्वा scam: 


(comp. also note 44). 


- 
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application for his own purposes, since the commentaries tell us that 
“the former grammarians" gave a definition of the terms for compounds, 
and this definition contains the word pada. That the Unnádi-Sütras 
contain no definition of any technieal word requires no confirmation 
from me. 


THESE SÜTRAS ARE CONSEQUENTLY LATER THAN PANINI. 
THIS IS THE OPINION, ALSO, OF BHATTOJIDIKSHITA, 
UJJWALADATTA AND VIMALA. 


Now, had Panini not written the five Sütras (I. 2, 53-57) in which 
he explains the method of his Grammar, or had he explained all the 
technieal terms used by him, the absence of a definition of such terms 
in the Unnádi-Sütras would not justify us in arriving at any conclusion 
as regards the mutual relation of the two works. But since we know 
that Pánini does not define all his terms ; and, on the other hand, that a 
treatise like the Unnádi-Sütras uses those terms which are defined by 
him, and exactly in the same sense in which they occur in his work, 
the only possible conclusion is that this treatise was written later than 
the Grammar of Panini. And this also must have been the opinion of 
Ujjwaladatta and Bhattojidikshita, for both grammarians, in their 
comment on an Unnádi-Sütra, which is an original one, if any be, since 
it treats of a whole category of Unnádi. words, state in the plainest 
possible language that this Sütra is given as an exception to a rule of 
Pénini.2°* Nay, we owe to Dr. Aufrecht himself a very interesting 
passage from Vimala’s Riipamdla, which distinctly ascribes the author- 
ship of these Unnádi-Sütras to Vararuchi. But as Vararuchi is a name 
of Kátyáyana 9180, 06 this work seems to intimate that Katyayana 
completed the Grammar of Panini, not only in his Várttikas, but in the 
important work which concerns us here.*?* 


=» Unnádi-Sü6ra, IV. 226: गतिकारकप्राः पूर्वेपद प्रकृतिस्वरत्वम्‌.-- Ujjwaladabta :...... 
गतिकारकोपपदात्कृत्‌ (Panini, VI. 2, 139) इत्युत्तरपदप्रकृतिस्वरत्वे सति शेषस्यानुदात्तत्वे प्राप्त 
वचनमिदमारभ्यते.--31911011१15111६० (Siddh.-k. p. 204 b, 1. 0)......गतिकारकोपपदास्क्दित्यु- 
ष्तरपदप्रकृतिस्वरत्वे सति शेषस्यानुदात्तत्वे प्राप्त तदपवादार्थमिदम. 
> ५७ See also Ancient Sanskrit Literature, p. 240. 
४० J subjoin a literal copy of this extract from the edition of Dr. Aufrecht, p. 
1 L 2 n भ्याम " 
ix.: "उणादयो बहुलम्‌ ॥ संज्ञाविषग्रे स्युः ॥ ताभ्यामन्यत्रोणादयः ॥ संप्रदानापादानाभ्यामन्य- 
स्मिन्नेवार्थ ~ णोन्नेया 
न्नेवाथ स्युः | लक्षानुसारणोन्नेया (MS. लक्षानुसारेणोन्नेया) अनुत्रन्धा उणादिषु । बहुलोक्तथा 
Ce 
प्रसाध्यानि तेषु कायांतराणि च। उणादिस्फुटीकरणाय वररुचिना एथगेत सूत्राणि प्रणीतानि | 
तद्यथा | कृवापाजिमिस्वदिाध्य शूभ्य डण्‌ ll He adds to this quotation the following 
cart, rebuke: "This assertion, which makes Vararuchi older than Pini, has 
no claim to probability.” But I must ask—Is there one single word in this 
passage which justifies, in the slightest degree, the stricture passed by Dr. 
Aufrecht on Vimala? The latter says, “ To illustrate (or to make clear) the Unnádi 
affixes, Vararuchi composed the (Unnfdi) 80095 asa separate work.” He draws a 
distinction therefore, as I have already done, between the Unnádi list and the Sütras 


on them ; but where does he say that Vararuchi is older than Pánini? Dr. Aufrecht 
evidently mistook his own conclusions, quoted above, which precede this passage 


१ 
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CHRONOLOGICAL RELATION BETWEEN. PANINI AND THE UNNADI-LIST. 


Although it follows from all these premises that the treatise on 
the Unnadi-words, the existing collection of Unnadi-Sütras, is later 
than the Grammar of Panini, there still remains the question : What 
relation exists between the latter work and a list of Unnadi-affixes or 


^ 


words which Pánini twice quotes in his rules ? 


NAIRUKTAS AND VAIYAKARANAS. 


Yáska relates, inan interesting discussion on the derivation of 
nouns, that there were in India two classes of scholars, the one com- 
prising the Nairuktas, or etymologsits (his commentator Durga adds : 
except Gárgya), and the grammarian Sékatdyana ; the other consisting 
of some of the Vaiyakaranas, or grammarians, and the etymologist 
Gárgya. The former maintained that all nouns are derived from 
* verbal roots ;" thelatter that only those nouns are so derived in which 
accent and formation are regular, and the sense of which can be traced 
to the verbal root, which is held to be their origin. They denied, as 
Yáska tells us, the possibility of assigning an origin to such words as 
go, “cow,” ashwa, “ horse," purusha, * man.” Now it is this latter 
description of words which is the subject of the Unnadi list: they are 
the Unnadi words. We must ask, therefore, did Panini belong, as 
regards his linguistic notions, to the Nairulctas or to the * some 01 the 


Vaiyálcaranas ?” 


PATANJALI MUST HAVE LOOKED UPON PANINI AS BELONGING 
TO YASKA'S “SOME OF THE VAIYAKARANAS," 


Since the former designation is chiefly applied to the exegetes of 
tiie Vaidik texts, and the latter is emphatically used by the gramma- 
rians, it seems probable that Panini, in this question of the derivability 
of Unnádi words, would stand on theside of these Vaiyákaranas. And 
this unquestionably is the opinion of Patanjali, as may be judged from 
the following facts:—In the rules VII. 1, 2, Panini teaches, amongst 
other things, that when an affix contains the leters dh or kh or chh, 


from Vimala's R&pamnálá, for the opinion of the latter work. Having first established 
his conclusions, in the manner we have seen, ho seems never to have doubted that any 
writer can differ from his view. ‘Therefore, when meeting with Vimala, who reports 
that Vararuchi is the author of the Unuádi Sütras, he upbraids this poor grammarian 
with having made Vararuchi older than Panini. $ 

38 See Roth's Nirukta, I. 12; Müller's Ancient Sanskrit Literature, p. 164 : and 
Aufrecht's Unnádi-Sütras, p. vi. vii. Yáska, according to the present edition, adds to 
the three instances given the word हस्तिन्‌ also. He can scarcely have meant the 


word * elephant," which is nota krit, but a regular taddhita derivative of hasta :nor 
does this word occur in the Unnádi-Sütras. It seems therefore probable that he 
said, or at least meant, tho real Unnadi word hasta, “hand.” Butas Durga, too, at 
all events in the MS. at my command, writes हुस्तीति I do not venture upon more 
than a conjecture that the latter words ave to be corrected in tho text of the Nirukta: 


हस्त इति. E E cadis oid | 


age 
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these letters are merely grammatical symbols, the real values of which 
are severally ey, im, iy. To this rule Kétydyana appends the remark 
that the Unnádi affixes form an exception, when Patanjali explains this 
view of the author of the Varttikas by the instances 57016, gandha; for 
though these words are formed with the allixes kha and dha, the letters 
dh and kh, in their affixes, are real, not symbolical. “ And," continues 
Kátyáyaua,in two subsequent Varttikas, “ though Páninispeaks himself 
in Sütra III. 1, 29, of an aflix iyañg (not chang, as might be expected 
according to rule VII. 1, 2), this does not invalidiate my exception, for 
the latter is based on the circumstance that Panini treats in his rule 
VII. 1, 2, not of verbal but of nominal hases." * True,” rejoins Patau- 
jali; “but Kátyáyana might have spared this discussion, for * nominal 
bases formed with Unnddi affixes are bases which have no grammatical 
origin”??? 

In rule VII. 3, 50, Panini teaches that the letter th in the allix 
tha has the value of if; that tha, therefore, means in reality ila?! 
in rule VII. 4, 12, that a long vowel â, i, ॥, becomes short before the 
affix ka; °! in VIII. 2, 78, that the short vowels i and u become long 
before a radical consonant 7 and v, if these consonants are followed by 
another consonant ; *!* in VIII. 3,59, that the s of an affix is changed 


२० VIL 1,2: आयनेयीनीयियः फढखदुघां प्रत्ययादीनाम्‌.--8 Vartiike: तत्रोणादिप्रतिपेधः. 
—Patanjali : तत्रोणादीनां प्रतिषेधा वक्तव्यः शङ्खः शण्डः comp. Un. S. L 101, 104)—- 
Varttika: maagama, — Patanjali: अथवा यदयस्तरीयडडिति (111. 1, 29) 
धातोरीयङं शास्ति ete.— Várttika : प्रातिपदिकविज्ञानाच पाणिनेः Ag. Patanjali: प्राति- 
पदिकविज्ञानाच भगवतः पाणिनेराचार्यस्य सिद्धम्‌ | उणादयो 5व्युत्पन्नानि प्रातिपदिकानि. 

»० VII. 3, 50 : उस्येकः'-^ ४४1८६० : संघातग्रहणं चेदुणादिमाथितिकादीनां AAA: Pa- 
tanjali:..... उणादीनां तावत्‌ | कण्ठः पण्डः NIU: (comp. Un. S. 1. 105; IV, 104) ete.— 
Várttika : तस्माद्वि शिष्टग्रह णम्‌. --Patanjali (after a lengthened discussion asks and ans- 
wers): एवमप्युणादीनां प्रतिषेधो वक्तव्य; । न वक्तव्य: | उणादयो ऽन्युत्पन्नानि प्रातिपदिकानि 
। एवमपि mas इत्यन्न प्राम्मोति (comp, V. 2, 3o, where the allis is nota krit, buba 
taddhita). 

7" VIT.4, 18 : के$णः.- Várttika: के ऽणो हस्वत्वे तद्वितग्रहणं PASATA. — Patanjali 
के $णो हृस्वत्वे तद्धितग्रहणं कर्तव्यम्‌ । कि प्रयोजनम्‌ । कृन्निवृत्त्यथम । कृति मा भूत्‌ । राका 
धाक (MS. धाका) इति (cf. Un. S. III. 10) तत्त ` वक्तव्यम्‌ | न वक्तव्यस्‌ । उणादयो 
saya प्रातिपदिकानि cte. 

^? VIL 2, 78 : उपधायां च.-^ Virttika: उपधादीर्घत्वे ऽभ्याखजित्रिचतुर्णा प्रतिषेधः 
—Patanjali : उपधादी धेस्वे दभ्यासजित्रिचतुणां प्रतिषेधो वक्तव्यः । Rag: | Rg: | संविव्यतुः । 
संविब्युः ॥ भ्रभ्यास ॥ जि व्रः (MS, memati) चतुर्यिता । चतुर्यितुम्‌.- Vàrttika ¦ 
उणादीनां प्रतिषेधश्च. Patanjali : उणादीनां च प्रतिषेधो वक्तव्यः । Peat । गिर्योरिति...... 
but after some discussion he concludes : जित्रिप्रतिषधश्च न वक्तव्यः (MS. वक्तव्य) | 
wut saat प्रातिपदिकानि (cf. Un.S. V. 49) ; and again...... न सुपा विभक्तिवि- 
परिणामात्‌ | गीभ्या गीभिरित्यदापः | उणादिप्रतिषेधो वक्तव्य इति | परिहतमेतत्‌ | उणादयो 
आयुस्पन्नानि प्रातिपदिकानीति (cf. Un. S. 1ए. 142.) 
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under certain conditions to sh. *'* To all these rules Kátyáyana 
takes exception by excluding from them the Unnddi words. Thus kantha 
pantha, §antha, are formed with the affix tha which does not mean ika; 
rakd and dháká retain their long @ before the affix ka; from jri is de- 
rived jivri, not jivri ; kiri and giri form their dual kiryos and giryos 
not kiryos and giryos ; and in the words krisara, dhüsara, the s has not 
become sha; while, on the other hand, this change has taken place in 
varsha and tarsha, °! though the conditions named by Panini in rule 


23 VIII, 3, 59: आदेशप्रत्यययोः. ¬ Várétika : आदेशम्रत्यययोः पत्वे सरकः प्रतिषेधः. = 
Patanjali : AXTARAN पत्ये सरकः प्रतिषेधो वक्तव्यः । FAU | धूसरः | श्रत्यल्पमिदसुच्यते 
सरक इति. Vârttika : सरगादीनामिति वक्तव्यम्‌. Patanjali : इहापि यथा स्यात्‌ । वर्षम्‌ | 
तपमिति । तत्तहि EAR | न वक्तव्यम्‌ p उणादयो <च्युत्पन्नानि प्रातिपदिकानि ete. (ef. Un. 
S, III. 73. 02). 


A further insight into the character of Dr. Boehtlingk’s “ edition” of Panini. 

21 In the E. I. H. MS. of the Mahabhashya and in the Calcutta edition of 
Panini the instances to VIII. 3, 59, v. 2, are quand तसं (instead of qu and ad ; but 
it is evident that this reading is erroneous ; for, in his first Várttika, Kátyáyana 
intends to show that Panini's rule is too wide ; and, in the second, that it is too 
narrow, if applied to certain Unnadi words. Compare also the Commentary on the 
Unnádi-Sütra II. 02,—1t is needless to observe once more that in this, as in all 
similar instances, the reprint of Dr. Boehtlingk has simply continued the mistake 
of the Pantlits, though it always assumes the air of having taken its information 
from the MSS. Thus, in this very Varttika, the Calcutta edition has a misprint 
सरकप्रतिपेधः, and Dr. Boehtlingk writes—not “the Calcutta edition,” but— Ein 
varttika : सरकप्रतिषेधः (sic)," as if this reading were an original one, But the E. I. 
H. MS. of the Mahabhashya reads quite correctly : “ सरकः प्रतिषंधः” ; and Kaiyyata 
has even a special remark to the effect, that though the Unnédi-Stéra IIL. 73 (comp 
also 70) teaches the allix Gt the Várttika and Bháshya write सरक (of which सरकः 


is the genitive), because this aflix is कितू viz : अशः सरन्नित्यतः सरन्प्रत्ययः (MS oat) 
कृधूमादिभ्यः किदित्यत्रानुवतैते (ए॥. S. 111. 73) कित्वातिदेशाःच कित्कायलाभादूभाष्यवात्तिकयाः 


सरकपठितः. In all these instances, and others too (e.g. to VII. 2, 8, v, 1 of the Calc. 
ed.) the E. I. H. MS. of the Mahábháshya, and the Calcutta edition—as often as 


it gives this passage--writo : उणादयो $व्युत्पज्ञानि प्रातिपदिकानि (the MS. of the Mahá- 
bháshya without the S ; tho correctness of the reading given, however, does not only 
result from the commentaries, but from the Paribháshà works; MS. 778 of the 


Paribhüshendusekhara, e.g., writes उणादयो Io) ; when the first word, though 
literally meaning “ the affixes un, cte.” has the sense, “ the words formed with the 
affixes wn, etc." (comp. T. 1. 72), in conformity with the use which Panini makes 


of the words Aq and तद्वित (in the masculine gender), eg., I 1.38;2,46; VI. 2, 155. 
Jompare also Vaidyanátha's explanation, in noto 188. The reading “ उणादीन्यव्यु- 


ama प्रातिपदिकानि??, which is given by Dr. Aufrecht, p. vi., 1 have never met with, 
though T have frequently met with the phrase quoted above, not only in the gram- 
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VIII. 3,59, would not justify it there. But Patanjali, who supplies us 
with allthese instances, in order to establish, first, the sense of the 

rttikas, always rejects the criticism of Káty&yana, and defends På- 
nini with the same argument which he used before, viz., in saying that 
* nominal bases formed with Unnadi affixes are bases which have no 
grammatical origin,” and therefore do not concern an etymological 
work like that of Panini. 


KATYAYANA MUST HAVE LOOKED UPON PANINI AS BELONGING 
TO THE NAIRUKTAS. 


But if KAtyayana were really wrong in his censure of Panini, can 
the argument used by Patanjali in defence of Panini be right ? Let us 
imagine that there existed amongst us two sets of grammarians, the 
one contending that the words red, bed, shed, are derived from radicals 
re, be, she, with an affix d; and another refuting these etymologists, 
and asserting that their derivation is absurd; that red, bed, shed 
are “bases without a grammatical origin.” Is it probable, on 
the same supposition, that a member of the last-named category, in 
writing a grammar and in dealing with these words, would 
ascribe to them an affix d? Yet, if Patanjali were right, Panini 
would belong to this latter category, and he would have committed 
such an incongruity. He has not only spoken of an Unnádi affix u, but 
he calls it by its technical name un, which means that he bore in mind 
a distinct form of a radical, the vowel of which would become subject 
*to the Vriddhi increase if it is joined to this affix u. The Unnádi words 
must, consequently, have been to Panini words in which he perceived 
a real affix and a real radical,—words, in short, with a distinct 
etymology. There is other evidence to the same effect, besides the two 
rules of his which contain the word unnddi. In rule VII. 2, 9, he 
mentions the affixes ti, tu, tra, ta, tha, si, su, sara, ka, sa ; all these are 
Unnádi affixes, and consequently represent to him as many radicals as 
are capable of being combined with them for the formation of nominal 
bases.! That there is a flaw in the defence of Patanjali, must have 
been already perceived by Kaiyyata, for this commentator tries to 
reconcile the fact 1 have pointed out with the assertion of Patanjali. 
I will quote his words, but merely to show that it was a desperate case 
to save Pánini from the Nairukta school, and to give him the stamp of a 
pure-bred Vaiyákarana. On the occasion of Patanjali's commenting on 
the Várttika to VIII. 3, 59, and repeating the remark already men- 
tioned, Kaiyyata says: “Though the Unnádi words have been derived 
for the enlightenment of the ignorant, their formation is not subject to 
the same grammatical influence as it would be if they had an origin ;" 
and, after having endeavoured to prove the correctness of this view 
through rule VII. 3, 46, he winds up with the following words: 

Therefore......in the Unnadi formations, krisara etc., sara etc. do not 


matical commentaries, but in all the Paribháshá-works, which give it as Paribháshá. 
ह कर very much doubt its correctness, even if it should really be found in any 
1S, 


? VII. 2, 9 : तितुत्रतथसिसुसरकसेषु च 
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fall under the technical category of affixes, so that the rule which 
concerns the change of an affixal s to sh, would have to be applied in 
their case.”?!6 

That KAtydyana, when he found fault with Panini, must have 
taken my view, is obvious. He must have looked upon Panini as judging 
of the Unnádi words in the same way as Sikatayana did: otherwise his 
“pratishedhas” exceptions, or even his adlitions to the rules in question, 
would have been as irrelevant as if he had increased them with matter 
taken from medicine or astronomy. 

The conclusion, however, at which I have thus been compelled to 
arrive, viz. that Panini shared in the linguistic principles of Sikata- 
yana, is of importance, if we now consider the relation in which he is 
likely to have stood to the original Unnidi list and to the criticisms 
of Káty&yana. 


PROBABILITY THAT NAGOJIBHATTA'S ATTRIBUTING THE UNNADI 
TO SAKATAYANA IS ERRONEOUS. 


Nágojibhatta, who wrote notes on Kaiyyata's gloss on Patanjali, 
conjectures from the Káriká to III. 3, 1, that the Unnadi Sátras 
were the work of Sikatáyana.*!" His conjecture rests on the state- 
ment of Yáska, alluded to by Patanjali, that this grammarian con- 
tended for the possibility of deriving all nominal bases from verbal 
roots. Now, I have shown before, that the opinion of Nagojibhatta 
cannot be adopted so far as the Siitras are concerned, for they were 
written after Panini’s work, and Sákatáyana wrote before Pànini.*!* 
It may, at first sight, however, appear to be consistent with fact, 


२० Patanjali to VIII, 3, 59 (comp. note 213): उणादयो ञ्व्युत्पन्नानि प्रातिपदिकानि. 
Kaiyyata: उणादय इति | अ्रबुधव्रोधनाय व्युत्पाद्ममाना ग्रप्युणादयो व्युत्पत्तिनिमित्त कार्यं न 
लभन्ते । अ्रतः कृकमिकसेत्यत्र (४711, 3, 46) प्रथक्कंसग्रहणात्‌। न वा एतदिति पत्वं व्युत्पत्तिहेतु- 
कस्ुणादीनामवश्याभ्युपेयम्‌ | सपिंपा वृत्त इत्यादिसिद्धधर्थमित्यर्थः | एवं तर्हीतिकृसरादिषु षत्वे 
कर्तव्ये प्रत्ययसंज्ञा न भवति. -1 here subjoin the interesting comment of Siradeva, in his 
Paribhishdvritti (MS. E.L.H. 593), on this Paribháshá, as it is appealed to by other 
authors of Pavibhasha-works: उणादयो squat प्रातिपदिकानि ॥ श्रयं चार्थो 
अर्थवत्सूत्रप्रणयनादस्तीत्याहु: | अन्यथा सर्वेषाम्गुणादीनां धातुजसे कृदन्तत्वात्प्रतिप दिकरसज्ञासिद्वौ 
तत्र कुर्यात्‌। wi त्वतः कृकमीत्यत्र (VU 3, 40) कमिप्रहणं कृत्वा कंसग्रहणादेतामाहुः | 
तेन कृग्‌ कुटिविदिभ्याश्च (sic. comp. Un. S. IV. 142) इः किदिती कारप्रत्यया त्तयोः किरिगिरिशब्दय़ा- 
रासि यणादेशे कृते धातुत्वाभावाद्गलि चेति (४171 2, 77) दीर्घत्वं न भवति । किर्योः । गिर्यारिति । 
एतञ्च न सम्यक्‌ | अचः परस्मिन्निति (1. 1, 57) स्थानिवच्ताद्रीघांप्रसङ्गात्‌ | न चास्ति दीघविधि प्रति 
न स्थानिवदिति | स्वरदीघंयलोपेपु लोपाजादेश एव न स्थानित्रदिति वचनात्‌ (comp. 1. 1, 58) । यथा 
प्रतिदीब्नेति। एवं तहि जीयतेधातार्जीयंतेः क्रिन्‌ रश्च व इति (09. S. V. 49) क्रिन्पत्यय इत्वे 


रपरत्वे च रेफस्य वकारे कृते जिविरिति धातुत्वाभावादीर्घो न भवतीति. 

27888 also Dr. Aufrecht's Preface to the Un. S, p. vii, where the Commentary of 
Nágojibhatta is quoted, and translated by him. 

२४ See note 97, 
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138 GHRONOL. RELATION BETWEEN PANINI AND THE CXYADI-LIST, 
it only the Unnádi list were meant, for Sikaidyana’s views are such 
as would admit of nominal derivation by means of Unnádi affixes. Yet, 
since Nágoji's conjecture is purely personal, and is not supported by 
any evidence, I may be allowed, after the explanation I have given, to 
assume that the Unnádi list is of Pánini's authorship. Indeed, how 
could Kátyáyana take exception to the tech nical application or to the 
working of a rule of Pánini's, and supply this defect by pointing to the 
Unnádi list, unless he looked upon Panini as being the author of both ? 
Had he thought that the Unnadi list was written by Sakatayana, he 
would have laid himself open to serious reflections, in censuring the 
amubandhas of Panini for not fitting the system of Sikatiyana. We 
might make an assumption, it is true, by which we could reconcile 
Sakatayana’s authorship of the Unnádi list with Kátyáyana's strictures 
on Pánini,—the assumption that Pánini's work represen ted, as it were, 
besides its own property, that of SAkatiyana’s too,—that both gram- 
marians owned one set of technical signs, and that perfect unanimity 
reigned between their works. The Ganaratnamahodadht of Vardha- 
mâna gives numerous quotations from the Grammar of Sákatáyana, but 
as several of them merely give the substance of his rules, it would 
scarcely be safe to judge of his system on the authority of this valuable 
Gana work.''* Unless, therefore, it can be shown that there was no 


On the Ga»aratnamahodadhi of Vardhamána.—Another insight into the character 
of Dr. Bochtlingk's “ edition" of Pini. 


no Relative to this work, which is of the greatest importanee for the study of 
Sanskrit grammar, Dr. Boehilingk gives the following information (vol. I., p. XESIX 
xli.) :—“ A third work, which contains the Gavas, is the Gasaratuamahodadhi (tho 
great Ocean of the Gana-pearls. In London there exist two Ms. copies of this 
work: the one in the Library of the Royal Asiatic Socioty, the other in that of East 
India House. [He adds some remarks on the age of the former MS., and continues]: 


The work consists of eight chapters (अध्याय) and about 450 double verses. lts author 
is Sri-Vardhamána, a pupil of Sri-Govinda, and, asit is stated in the introduetory 
verses, it owes its origin to the request of his pupils, three of. whom he names in the 
commentary on his work, viz., Kumárapála, Haripíla, and Muniehandra. Text and 
commentary arc so corrupt in both Manuseripts, that at the very best only a toler- 
able text could be made up. Besides, this collection was not intended for the work 
of Panini, but for some more modern grammar, There occur Ganas in ib which are 
neither mentioned in the Sütras nor in the Várttikas, Then, again, we find ७१४0 
Ganas which are separate in our collection [Dr. B. means two Ganas edited by him] 
combined into one, when the derivatives formed according to the different rules, differ 
from one other only in accent. The various readings of the Ga naratnamahodadht 


(G. R, M.) I have indicated merely at the Gana कण्डवादि. —To this statement I 
have to append the following remarks :— ES 

1. When Dr. Boehtlingk tells the publie that there are but two MS. copies of 
this work in London, his readers will no doubt believe, if they believe him,—indeed 
they cannot draw any other inference from his words than—that there are in Lon- 
don only twotexts ofthe Ganas collected by Vardhamána in his work, the Gana- 
ratnamahodadhi, I cannot suppose that there can be any one who would interpret 
the meaning of his words in the sense that there are only two catalogued Nos. of 
this work in the libraries he is speaking of. Yet Iam compelled to take this favour- 
able—though very unreasonable— view of his statement, in order not to be com- 
pelled to qualify i6 otherwise. For, the fact is that the bound volume No. 949 of tho 
Library of the E.I. H., which heis speaking of, is, indeed, one volume only, but 


CC-0. In Public Domain. Funding by IKS-MoE 


?Digitized by eGangotri and Sarayu Trust. 


SAKATAYANA AND THE GANARATNAMAHODADHI. 137 


diflerence whatever and, much more So, if it can be shown that there 


contains two distinct copies of the work in question, written in different handwrit- 
ings, and constituting, therefore, two separate MSS. These, added to the copy in 
the R. A. S., form, therefore, at first sight, three MSS., not (wo, as he says. But I 
should trifle with my readers if I considered this correction as sufficient to illus- 
trate the characte? of Dr, Boehtlingk's statement. The first MS. of Xo. 949 con- 
taius the tex& ofthe Ganaratnamahodadhi only, on 30 leaves. The second MS. of 
the same No. 949, which is a commentary, by the same author, on his work, contains, 
first the text, and afterwards the comment, which repeats every word of 616 text, 
either literally or impliedly, by stating the derivatives from the word or words as 
they occur in the text. Thesame method is observed in tl.e MS. belonging to the 
Royal Asiatic Society. Hence we possess, in London, not two texts, nor yet three, 
but in reality fire texts of this work, 

2. "The MSS, in question are,no doubt, open to correction, as, indeed, pro- 
bably every Sanskrit MS, in existence is, but! hold that at all events the ancient 
copy of the R.A.S. will, in spite of its inaccuracies, be ranked by every one conver- 
sant with MSS., amongst the best Sanskrit MSS. in existence. And having con- 
sidered it incumbent on me to study this book carefully, I have no hesitation in 
maintaining that even a tolerable Sanskrit seholar would be able to make a perfectly 
good edition of at least the text of this work, with the aid of these five copies of 
the text, the two copies of the commentary, and, asa matter of course, with the aid 
that may be got from Panini and his commentaries, 

3, As to the nature of this work: I must allow tho reader to draw his own 
conclusions with regard to the credit that may be attached to the information given 
by Dr. Boehtlingk, when I state that there is not one single Gana in the Ganaratna- 
mahodadhi, the contents of which may not be referred either to Panini’s 800135 or to 
the Varttikas of Katyayana, the Kásiká, etc., and the commentaries on them, or to 
the Ganas connected with these works, though the latter frequently do not contain 
so much matter as the Ganas of Vardhamána, who is later, and, as we may expect, 
made his own additions to previous lists. The substance of its Ganas, increased 
sometimes in the manner stated, is often contained in several rules of, and in the 
commentaries on, Panini and Kátyáyana, which have been brought into Gana shape, 
while, at other times, several of its Ganas, also increased, as the case may be, differ 
from the Ganas to Panini merely in so far as the heading word of the one occurs 


in the middle of the other, and vice versd. Thus the two combined Ganas कुण्डादिपत्रादी 
of the G. R. M. do not occur in the Ganas to Pánini, but give the substance 
of Pánini's Sütra, and the commentaries on, IV. 1, 42 ; its Gana वृन्दारकादि thatof the 
commentaries on II. 1, 62; मतलिकादि that of the comm, on II. 1, 66; खसूच्यादि 
that of the comm. on IL, !, 53; नश्राडाद़ि ४२४ of VI. 3, 75; व्यासादि that of 
Varttika I. to IV. 1, 97; केदारादि that of IV. 2, 39. 40; अजादि that of the Várttikas 
to V. 1,77; ऋगादि that of [V. 3, 72, ete. ete.—On the other hand, the Gana of 
the G. R. M, उत्थापनादि is equivalent to the Gana to Pánini अनुप्रवचनादि (V. 1, 
111), its Gana देवत्रतादि to श्रवान्तरदीक्षादि (V. 1, 94. v. 3); धनपत्यादि to '्रश्चपत्यादि 
(V. 1. 84); अश्मादि to mati (V. 2, 64); शिशुक्रन्दादि to इन्द्रजननादि (1४. 
3,88; वल्वजादि to कुमुदादि (1४.2, 80); भिक्षादि to खण्डिकादि (IV. 2, 45). ete, ete — 
There are omitted, on principle, in the G. R. M., all the Ganas (1) which have 
reference to the enumeration of affixes, e.g., तसिलादि, श्रणादि, etc. ; (2) of radieals, 
Sil are referred to by Pánini in rules on conjugation, such as भ्वादि, अदादि, ete. ; 


द्यतादि, पुषादि, cte. ; (3) those which concern Vaidik words ; and (4) those appended 
bl 
18 
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was « difference between the technical method of both these gram- 


to Panini’s rules onaccentuation,—Of other Ganas to Panini and the Varttikas, men- 
tioned in the Kasika, Siddhanta-kaumudi, and the Gana lists, which do not fall under 
any ot these categories, there are omitted in the G. R. M. tho Ganas to Pininior the 


Váriükas : आबादि (11. 8, 94. v. 1), इक्ष्वादि (V. 2,29. v. 5), उपकूलादि (१) (1 V. ४, 58. v. 1) 
कमलादि (iv. 2,91. ४. 1), गम्यादि (LIT. 3, ४), दूर्वादि (1४. 2, 5L v. 2), नावादि (U. $, 17. v. 2), 
निष्कादि (१. 1, 20), न्यडक्कादि (VIT. 3, 53), पार्श्वादि (LII. 2, 15. v. 1), प्रकृत्यादि (11. ४, 18. v. 1), 
प्रतिवेशादि (४1. ४, 122. v. 3), प्रादि (1. 4, 58), छुक्षादि (LV. ॐ 104), भवदादि (V. 3, 14. v. D, 
भीमादि (11. 4, 74), युवादि (VIU. 4, 11. v. 1), याधियादि (LV. 1, 178; V. 3, 117), रसादि 
(V. 2, ७), वरणादि (IV. 2, 82), विल्वकादि (VI. 4, 153), बृपलादि (V. ४, 66. ४-०), शाकपार्थिवादि 
QI, 1, 09. v. 1), संकलादि (LY. 2, 75), सपत्न्यादि (LV. 1, 35), सवनादि (VILL. 8, 110), सुवास्त्वादि 


(LV. 2, 77), स्तोकादि (४1. 8, 2), हरीतक्यादि (1४.४, 107), and perhaps बह्चादि (IV. 1, 45), 


sinee only some words 01 this Gana are included in the Gana of the G. R. M. 


शोणादि.- These omissions will be excused, if a report, current at Benares, be true, 
that the author died before he completed his work; but I have no doubt, whether 
this report be true or not, that they will be looked upon with the greatest indulgence 
by Dr. Boehtlingk, as he himself, in his so-called * Alphabetical Ganapátha," has 
omitted not less than about 90 Ganas to the Satras and Vårttikas. 

4. Thata work so conscientiously described by Dr. Boehtlingk can have no 
value in his eyes is very obvious. Other's, however, may think differently, when they 
become aequainted with the real character of the Ganaratnamahodadhi. Its Ganas, 
as I mentioned before, are all based on rules of Panini, which very frequently are 
literally quoted for their authority ; while even, when they are not literally quoted, 
the reference made to their contents plainly shows their close relation to them. ‘ihe 
commentary not only enumerates every derivative formed—thus securing in most 
instances, beyond a doubt, the reading of the text,— but often gives instances from 
other works—grammatical, lexicographical, and poetical, several not yet published ; 
as, for instance, those of Gaja, Chandra, Jayaditya, Jinendrabuddhi, Durga, Bhoja, 
Sákatáyana, Halayudha, ete. And, above all, it supplies us with the meanings of a 
considerable portion of such Gana-words as have been hitherto either not understood 
at all, or understood imperfectly. Of the 12,000 words and upwards, which 1 have 
collected from this work for grammatical and lexicographical purposes, there ure 
at least 3,000 which would fall under the latter category; and they have signally 
avenged themselves on the detractor of this work, as, in his own Dictionary, he is 
now compelled to leave, in a great many instances, a very telling blank space, 
which would have been filled up if he had really read the Ganaratnamahodadhi, 
while in other instances he would have obtained additional meanings to those 
which he assigns to certain words, When I mention, moreover, that this 

Ganuratnamahodadhi is the only known work in existence which’ gives a 
commentary on the Gapas to, or connected with, Pánini—so obscure in many 
respects,—comprising also, as 1 before observed, many Sütras of, and Varttikas to, 
Panini ; and when, thus, it becomes evident that a conscientious editor of Panini 
ought to have eagerly availed himself of the instruction afforded him by this unique 
work, it will, perhaps, be intelligible why a certain Nemesis has induced Dr. 
Boehtlingk to divert the attention of the scientific public from the MSS. of this work, 
by describing their condition and contents as he has done. As a matter of curiosity, 
I may, in conclusion, add, that the only Gana of the G. R. M., the various readings 
and meanings of which he has registered in his “Alphabetical Ganapátha"—tho 


Gana कण्डवादि--०००५:5 very near the end of the whole work, viz., ab fol. 28, in tfc 


Ñ 
text of MS, 949 of the 19, I. H., which ends on fol, 30; and at fol. 119 of tho combined 
text and commentary of the same MS., which ends on fol. 121. In the palm-leaf MS. 
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marians, common sense would lean in favour of the conclusion that 
Kátyáüyana, in his Várttikas, hit at but one of his predecessors, and that 
this predecessor was the author as well of the eight grammatical books 


-as of the Unnádi list,—Pánini. 


The proof that such a difference existed between Pánini and 
Sákatáyana, indeed, between him and all the grammarians who 
preceded his work, is afforded by a statement of Patanjali, which 
is so important that it settles definitely, not only the question of 
the authorship of the Unnádi list, but of all the other works which 
follow the auubandha terminology of Panini. In his comment on 
the Sütra VII. 1, 18, which makes use of the technical declension 
affix auiig (= au), he shows that the mute letter ñg has none of 
the properties which inhere in this amubandha in the system 
of Pánini. After some discussion on the various modes in which 
this anubandha could be dealt with, so as not to interfere with 
the consistency of the method of Panini, he concludes with 
the following words: * 07 this rule belongs toa Sûtra ofa former 
grammarian ; but whatever anubandhas occur ina Sütra of a former 
grammarian, they have no anubandha effect in this work.” 


PATANJALI'S STATEMENT THAT THE ANUBANDHAS OF FORMER 
GRAMMARIANS HAVE NO ANUBANDHA EFFECT 
IN THE GRAMMAR OF PANINI. 


Hence we learn from Patanjali, who is the very last author that 
can be suspected of having made such animportant assertion without 
a knowledge of the works anterior to the Grammar of Pánini, that, 
though Pánini adopted from his predecessors such technical symbols 
as ti, ghu, bha, and though he availed himself of other terms of theirs 


“which have a meaning and an etymology (see page 127),—he did not 


adopt their technical anubandhas; and if he avails himself of such an 
anubandha, as that in rule VII. 1, 18, we must look upon it asa 
quotation made by him, but not as influencing the rule in which it 


230 


occurs. 

PANINI IS, CONSEQUENTLY, THE AUTHOR OF THE UNNADI-LIST. 

Now, all the Unnádi affixes have amubandhas, which are exactly 
the same, and have the same grammatical effect, as those used by 
Panini. They cannot be later than his work, forit refers to them: 
they cannot have preceded it, for Patanjali says that “ whatever 
anubandhas occur inaSttra of a former grammarian, they have no 
anubandha effect in Panini’s work," Consequently the Unnádi list 
must be of Pánini's own authorship. 


itho R. A. S, which ends on fol. 178, this Gana stands at fol. 168, The title of a 


Sanskrit book, I need not mention, is always given at the end of a manuseript, 
३7० VJI. 1, 18 sis आपः,—Patanjali (towards the end of his discussion) : अ्रथचा 


पूर्धसूत्रनिदेशो ऽयम्‌ । पूर्वसूत्रे च ये ऽनुबन्धाः ।न तेरिहेत्कायाणि क्रियन्ते. १३०४०: ग्रथवेति 
पूर्वांचायेंद्र अपि द्विवचने डिती पठिते न चेह क्चिद॒प्योडः प्रत्ययो ङिदिस्ति सामान्यम्रहणार्थ च 
पूवैसूत्रनिदेशः cte.—For पूर्वसूत्र, compare also note 46 
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Having settled this point, we may now ask, whether the criti- 

cisms of Kátyáyana do not lead to a further inference? When Kátyá- 
yana finds fault with Panini for having overlooked the fact that the 
vowel â remains long in ráka, dhdka, or for having given an inadequate 
rule for such derivations as krisara and dhiisara, varsha, and tarsha, 
such criticism applies to omissions which may occur in the case of 
an author, even a Panini. But when he reproaches him with having 
spoiled the consistency of his anubandhas—so dear toa Hindu gram- 
marian—this blemish seems to me so important, and would probably 
appear so much more important to a Hindu Pandit, that it compels my 
conclusions to take another course. For it was obviously so easy for 
him to modify his rules VII. 1, 2, and VII. 3,50,in order to meet the 
objections raised by Kátyáyana,—to do, in other words, that which he 
has done in an analogous case ;??' and the matter he is reproached with 
in the Várttikas must have been so deeply impressed on his mind that 
it seems almost impossible not to draw another result from the 
strictures of Kátyáyana. And this result is no other than that either 
the words which are alluded to by the author of the Varttikas in these 
criticisms did not yet exist when Panini wrote, or that they had in 
his time another etymology than that stated by Kátyáyana. And if 
this view be correct,it would also add another fact to those I have 
advanced in favour of the argument that Panini and Katyayana cannot 
have been contemporaries. 


CHRONOLOGICAL RELATION BETWEEN PANINI AND THE DHATUPATHA. 
HE IS THE AUTHOR OF THE GROUNDWORK OF THE EXISTING DHATUPATHA. 


The passage just now quoted from Patanjali’s Great Com- 
mentary, and the conclusions which had to be drawn from it, enable 
us at once tosee that Panini must also have been the author of 
the Dhatupatha frequently referred to in his rules. "This list makes 
use of the same mute letters which are the anubandhas of Pánini's 
Grammar, and their grammatical value is exactly the same in both 
works. According to Patanjali’s statement, therefore, the Dhátupátha 
of Pánini cannot have been arranged by any one else than Pánini.*** 
Whether another Dhátupátha existed previously to Panini does not 
concern us here, since it is not known to us; nor does it belong to my 
present purpose to examine whether the Dhátupátha which has reached 
us has received additions from those who wrote, and commented on, it, 
and if so, to what extent. There is the same probability for such 


?1 Nominal bases derived with the krit affixes or T ॥७% certain properties 
of declension which are taught by Pánini. The Unnadi say (II. 96) that some of the 
bases नपु, "IZ, तवष, होतू, पोतू, आठ, जामातृ, मातृ, पितृ, दुहितृ are derivatives formed 
with qu and others with gg But since all of them do not share in the declension 


properties of the Ti and gs bases, Pfinini gives a rule, VI. 4, 11, which obviates 


an objection that might have been made, like that brought forward by Kátyá&yana in 
his VArttikas to VII. 1, 2and VIII. 3,50. 


222 Qompare my previous observations at page 39 and the following pages. 
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additions having been made to the original list as in the case of all 
other Ganas; and we may fairly, therefore, ascribe the present 
Dhatupéthas to various authors, who also, perhaps, added meanings to 
the list composed by Pánini, since there is no direct evidence to show 
that Panini did more than arrange this list with the anubandhas 
attached to the radicals. All these questions, however, are foreign to 
the present subject. It is quite enough for the settlement of this 
question that the groundwork of the only Dhátupátha we now possess, 
is, like the groundwork of the Unnádi list, the work of Panini. 


CHRONOLOGICAL RELATION BETWEEN PANINI AND THE PRÁTISAKHYAS. 


The problem which concerns the chronological relation between 
Panini and the Pratisdkhyas, more especially those of the Rigveda and 
the Vá jasaneyi-Samhitá, has a still greater claim to our attention than 
that discussed in the foregoing remarks.??*? The immediate connection 
of these grammatical writings with the collections of Vaidik hymns, 
gives to them an appearance of importance which some may deny to 
the Dhátupátha and the Unnddi list. Besides, the speculations to 
which they have been subjected by several authors show that, in spite 
of the seeming unanimity of their results, there is no work of Hindu 
antiquity which has caused more uncertainty, as respects the question 
of date, than these Pratisakhya works. 

There are, I conceive, two ways in which the solution of the prob: 
lem of which I am here speaking, may be attempted, the one literary, 
the other historical. But before I offer from the evidence at my 
disposal such facts as may enable us to arrive at a settled conclusion 
on this point, it is my duty to state the prevalent opinion as to the 
relation of these works to Pánini, and the reasons with which this 
opinion has hitherto been supported. I take for this purpose the works 
of those authors who have dealt more comprehensively than others 
with subjects which concern the Vaidik literature, and whose conclu- 
sions express, I believe, on this point, the creed of actual Sanskrit 


philologers. 


?? T ean here only speak of those two Pritisikhyas which have become gene- 
rally aecessible- the Rik P. through the valuable and learned edition of Mr. 
Regnier, and the Vájasaneyi P. through that of Professor Weber—because I am not 
sulfieiently acquainted with the two others, which are not yet published, and are 
not met with in the libraries of London, so as to feel justified in uttering opinions 
which I could not fully substantiate. Butas I have no ground for doubting the 
matter-of-fact statements concerning these two latter works, for which weare 
indebted to the industry of Professor Weber in his preface to his edition of the 
Vajasaneyi P., I should infer from them that the Atharvaveda P. must be more recent 
than the Rik P., and that, in all probability, the Taittiriya P. also is posterior to the 
same PrátiSákhya. So far, therefore, as this latter inference—but this latter 
inference only—is concerned, and with all the reservation which is implied by the 
source whence my information has been obtained, I shall feel free to speak of all the 
PrátiSàkhyas. Otherwise I shall merely treat of the two former, 


CC-0. In Public Domain. Funding by IKS-MoE 


Digitized by eGangotri and Sarayu Trust. 


142 CHRONOL. RELATION BETWEEN PANINT AND THE PRATISAKILYAS. 


PROFESSOR MULLER HOLDS THAT ALL THE PRATISAKIYAS PRECEDED 
THE GRAMMAR OF PANINI. 


Professor Miiller writes in his History of Ancient Sanskrit Litera- 
ture (p. 120), as follows: “The real object of the Pratigikhyas, as shown 
before, was not to teach the grammar of the old sacred Janguage, to lay 
down the rules of declension and conjugation, or the principles of the 
formation of words. "This is a doctrine which, though it could not have 
been unknown during the Vedic period, has not been embodied, as far as 
we know, in any ancient work. The PrátiSákhyas are never called 
Vyákaranas, grammars, and it is only ineidentally that they allude to 
strictly grammatical questions. The perfect phonetic system on which 
Pánini's Grammar is built is no doubt taken from the Pratisikhyas ; but 
the sources of Panini’s strictly grammatical doctrines must be looked 
for elsewhere.” 

Thus, according to this author, all the PrátiSsàkhyas “no doubt" 
preceded Panini’s Grammar ; and we must infer, too, irom Professor 
Miiller’s words, that he meant by Prátisákhyas those either edited or 
preserved in MSS., since his conclusions cannot consistently have been 
founded on any imaginary Pratisakhya which may or may not have 
preceded those that we now possess,— which may or may not have dealt 
with the same subjects in the same manner a$ the works we are here 
alluding to. Nor ean it have been his object merely to state what is 
sufficiently known, that there were other grammarians, though not 
authors of Pratisikhyas, before Panini who gave rules on Vaidik words, 

since Panini himself makes mention of them. 


c 


PROFESSOR ROTH'S VIEW TO THE SAME EFFECT. HIS INTERESTING 
AND GRAPHIC ACCOUNT OF THE RISE AND PROGRESS 
OF GRAMMAR IN INDIA. 


UNHAPPILY THIS ACCOUNT IS FANTASTICAL. 


Professor Roth, whom we have to thank for an edition of Yaska’s 
Nirukta, states his view to the same effect in the following words: *** 
“Grammar, therefore, took the same natural course of development 
as we find it has taken elsewhere, Tt did not proceed from the founda- 
tion of the living language, but owed its origin to the observation of 
that difference which exists between certain forms of language in the 
actual intercourse of life and those of written works; and, at first, it 
confined itself to pointing out chiefly these differences. Then, again, 
it comprised, not the whole mass of literature, but only single books, 
especially important to certain classes of society (einzelne in den be- 
treffenden Kreisen besonders wichtige Bicher). Thus the path was 
opened to a general grammar treating as well of written as of spoken 
language ; we meet this first in Panini, and from this time all those 
special grammars gradually disappear from general use.” d 

There isbut one thing wanting to this very interesting statement 
of Professor Roth’s, viz, that he should inform us whence he obtained 


23! In the preface to his edition of the Nirukta, p. xliii.— The original text of this 
quotation, itis superfluous to mention, isin German, and in very good German, too, 
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this invaluable historical account of the rise and progress of Sanskrit 
grammar, No doubt he has some voucher of high authority for the 
important fact that grammar began and proceeded in India in the 
manner he describes; and that these special grammars, the Pratisakhyas, 
which he enumerates immediately afterwards, were the pioneers of 
Panini’s work. Butas he has forgotten to give us the name of his 
authority, we must, for the present at least, be permitted to look 
upon this graphic narration of his as a contribution to Vaidik poetry. 


PROFESSOR WEBER'S VIEW OR THE CHRONOLOGICAL RELATION BETWEEN 
PANINI AND VAJASANEYI-PRATINAKHYA, 


Professor Weber, witha caution that almost startles one in so 
bold a writer, who, as we have seen above (p. 58), has witnessed the 
progress of the Arians in their conquest of India 1500 n.c. does not 
sweep over all the Pratisakhyas with his chronological brush, but merely 
records his views of the relation of Panini to one of them, the Pratiga- 
khya of Kátyáyana, or that of the Vajasaneyi-Samhita. 

“We now come to Panini himself,” he says in his preface to his 
edition of this work, “that is to say (“resp.”), tothe description of the 
relations which exist between him and the Vajas. Prat. These relations 
are, on the one hand, very close,—since a great number of the rules con- 
tained in it re-occur, individually, either literally or nearly literally in 
Panini, and since the Váj. Pr., like Panini, now and then makes use of 
an algebraic terminology; but, on the other hand, there is again a vast 
gulf between them, since this algebraic terminology does not entirely 
correspond, like that of the Ath. Pr., with that of Panini, but, on the 
contrary, partly thoroughly (zum Theil ganz) differs from it. The parti-. 
culars on this point are the following:-—There correspond with Panini 
—titi I, 27, an VI, 24 (MS. A, however, reads merely â), luk IIT, 12, lup 
I, 114 (V 17) - resp,’ —lopa occur several times, but already, too, in the 
Rik. Pr. and Taitt. Pr.); the use of t in et and ot, I, 114, IV, 58, may 
likewise be added, and, amongst other expressions which are not alge- 
braic, upapadam VI, 14. 23; yadvrittam VI, 14 (compare Pan. VIII. 1, 
48, kimvritta) ; naudesa I, 143; dhátu, verbal root, V, 10; anyataratas 
V, 15 (Pán. anyatarasyám) ; linga, gender, IV, 170 (only in BE.); samjná 
IV, 96.—But there belong exclusively to the Vij. Pr., and there have 
been nowhere shown to exist the algebraic terms: sim I, 44, IV, 
50, for the eight simple vowels; jit I, 50. 167. III, 12. IV, 118, for the 
tenues inclusive of the sibilants (except h); mud I, 52. III, 8. 12. IV, 
119 for 5, sh, s; dhi I, 53. IV, 35. 37. 117, for the sonant sounds; and to 
these may be added—bhavin, I, 46. IIT, 21. 55. IV, 33. 45. VII, 9, for the 
designation of all vowels except 4; rit=riphita IV, 33. VI, 9, and 
samkrama III, 148. IV, 77. 165. 194; for they, too, are peculiar to the 
Vaj. Pr. alone. 

“If thus, then, the independence of this Pr. of Panini be vouched for 
with a tolerable amount of certainty (mitziemlicher Sicherheit), we 
shall be able to look upon the numerous literal coincidences between 
both, either as [the result of their] having drawn [them] from a common 
source, or of Panini having borrowed [them] from the Vaj. Prát., just as 
we have the same choice in the case of the rules which are common 
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to the Kütlya-Srauta-sütra I. 8. 19. 20, and Pan. I. 2, 33.34. Tn the 
latter case the former conjecture may be preferable (compare also Vaj. 
Pr. I. 130); but in our present case I should myself indeed, rather (in der 
That eher) prefer deciding for Panini’s having borrowed [them] imme- 
diately [from the Vajasaneyi-Pratigikhya], on account of the great 
speciality of some of these rules. For, a certain posteriority (eine 
gewisse Posterioritüt) of the latter—independently of [his] having much 
more developed the algebraic terminology—seems to me to result with a 
tolerable amount of certainty (mit ziemlicher Sicherheit), from the 
circumstance also, that the pronunciation of the short a was in his 
time already so much (bereits so sehr) saivrita, covered, that he does 
not make this vowel, but u, the type of the remaining vowels, whereas 
the Vaj. Pr. (and likewise the Ath. Pr.), it is true, agree with him in the 
samvritata of the'vowel a, but still retain it as the purest vowel ; com- 
pare the note tol. 72. But it is true that local differences might have 
been the cause of this, since Panini seems to belong to the North-West, 
but the Vaj. Pr. to the Hast of India.. 

“forthe posteriority of the Vaj. Pr. Panini (für eine Posteriori- 
tit des Váj. Pr. nach Panini) it might be alleged, at the very utmost 
(höchstens), that the author of the Várttikas to Panini bears the same 
name as the author of the Váj. Pr. There are, indeed, between both 
some direct points of contact,—comp. III. 19. 41. 46,—but then again 
there are also direct differences; comp. (III. 85) IV 119. In general, 
sameness of names, like that of Kátyáyana, can never prove the 
identity of persons [who bore them]; there is nothing proved by it, 
except that both belonged to the same family, or (*resp.") were 
followers of the same school,—the Katás. 

* Amongst the Sütras which are identical in the Vij. Pr. and in 
Panini, we must now point out, first, some general rules which are of 
the greatest importance for the economy of the whole arrangement of 
both texts, and which, indeed are of so special a nature that they seem 
to claim with a tolerable amount of force (mit ziemlicher Entschieden- 
heit) [the assumption of the one] having borrowed from the other. 
They are the three following (called paribháshá by the scholiast to 
Panini): tasminn iti nirdishte pürvasya, Váj. Pr. I, 134. Pan. 1, 66 ;-- 
tasmád ity uttarasyddeh, Vaj. Pr. I. 135. Pan. I. 1, 67 (without ádeh, 
but see 54);--shashthi stháneyogá, Váj. Pr. 1, 136. Pan, I. 1, 49.— 
There are very remarkable also: samkhyátánám ânudeço yathásam- 
khyam, ४६]. Pr. I, 148, compared with Pan. I.3, 10 yathásamkhyam 
anudegah samánám; and vipratisedha uttaram balavad alope, I, 159, 
compared with vipratisedhe param karyam, Pan. I. 4, 2. But both 
[passages] do not require [the supposition of] such a special relation 
(beide bedingen indess nicht ein so specielles Verhiiltniss), tor they 
might be brought home to a common source in the general grammatical 
tradition (sondernkónnten auf gemein same Quelle in der allgemeinen 
grammatischen Tradition zuriickgefiihrt werden) (the sámányam of 
the Ath. Pr. 1, 3, evam iheti ca vibhashApraptath sámánye). Likewise, 
varnasyAdarganam lopah I, 141, Pan, 1. 1, 60 (without varnasya);— 
uccair udditah—nicair anudattah—ubhayavin svaritah, I, 108-110; 
Pan. I. 2, 29-31 (where samáhárah stands for ubh.) ;— tasyádita, "ते 
Svaràrdhamátram, 1, 126, Pan. I. 2, 32 (where ardhahraswam) ;—udáttác 
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cAnudatta’ Svaritam--nodáttasvaritodayam IV. 134. 140. udattad anu- 
dáttasya svaritah—nodattasvaritodayam, Pan. VIII. 4, 66. 67 ;—samán- 
asthánakaranásyaprayatnah savarnah, I 43, tulyásyaprayatnam savar- 
nam, Pan, I 1,9;6sid iti cottaram vicáre, II. 53, upari svid ásid 
iti ca, Pan. VUI. 2, 102 (97) ; nuc cámredite, IV, 8 kân Amredite, 
Pin. VIII. 3, 12.—'TThere are besides these a very great number 
(eine sehr grosse Zahl) of coincidences [between them]; for -instance, 
IV. 49 (Pin. VI. 1, 84), VI. 19-23 (Pan. VIII. 1, 58-63), which, however, 
may be accounted for simply (einfach) by the similarity of their sub- 
ject. In some of these instances the Vaj. Pr. is decidedly inferior 
(steht entschieden zuriick) to Panini (comp. the note to II. 19. 20). Its 
grammatical terminology does not appear to have attained the sur- 
vey and systematic perfection represented in Pánini,*** but compare 
alsomy former general statement on the want of skill or (“ resp.") 
probably want of practice of the author (vgl. indess auch das bereits 
im Eingange—p. 68—iüber die Ungeschicklichkeit resp. wohl Unge- 
üibtheit des Vfs. im Allgemeinen Bemerlcte). In most instances, how- 
ever, from being restricted to the one text of the Vajas. Samhita, he 
is in a better position than Panini, who has to deal with the whole lin- 
guistic stock; and therefore he isenabled to give rules with a certain 
safety aud precision, when Pánini either wavers in indecision (bahulam) 
or decides in an erroneous and one-sided way (comp. the notes to II. 
30. 55. III. 27. 95. IV, 58).”27° 


REASONS FOR GIVING PROFESSOR WEBER A FULL HEARING. 
THE WHIRLPOOL THE CERTAIN POSTERIORITY. 


Two distinct reasons have induced me to give a full hearing to 
Professor Weber on this important question. I do so, in the first place, 
because the lengthened passage I have quoted from his Preface to the 
Vajasaneyi-Pratisikhya—in my opinion, his most important literary 
work -is a thorough specimen of the manner and of the critical method 
—of the scholarship also, as I shall show hereafter—in which he 
deals with, and which he brings to bear on, all his learned investigations, 
in the second place, because to give him a hearing at all—and his great 


== The words of the textare: “Die grammatische Fixirang scheint eben 
daselbst noch nicht zu der in Panini repraesentirten Uebersicht und systematischen 
Vollkommenheit gelangt gewesen zu sein.” I confess my utter inability to guaran- 
tee the correctness of the translation of this passage. What is the “grammatical 
fixing?" and of what? I have assumed that these words may have been intended for 
“ terminology; but for aught I know they may mean anything else. And what 
“survey” is represented in Panini ? 

^" Indische Studien, vol. IV. pp. 83—86. Once more, and considering the 
possibility of a roprvach which may be made to my translation of his words, I must 
express the conviction that I have not only brought the original before the Eng- 
lish reader literally and faithfully, but even favourably. Professor Weber's mode 
of composition, in all his writings, is not only grammatically incorrect and illogi- 
cally elliptical, but devoid of the very smallest amount of that care which every 
reader is entitled to expect inhis author. [could have wished that he, not I, had 
been compelled to undergo the agony of rendering his original into English, with 
a view of combining the consideration due to my readers with a scrupulous faith- . 
fulness, in the version of his words and thoughts. The words between [ ] have 
been added by me in order to make something like sense of some of his sentences, 
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industry and his merit of having touched, with no inconsiderable damage 
to himself, upon all the burning questions of ancient Sanskrit literature, 
entitles him to one—- was to give him a full hearing, in the fullness of all 
his words, For, though it be possible to perceive the qualities of a 
clear spring by taking a draught from it, however small, a whirlpool 
can only be appreciated by seeing it entire and in the condition in 
which it happens:to exist. 


PROFESSOR WEBER'S FANTASTICAL STORY OF THE LETTER A, 


If I had attempted, for instance, to maintain that Professor Weber 
looks upon the algebraic terminology of Kátyáyana's Prátisákhya and 
Panini’s Grammar, “on the one handas very close to, and on the other 
hand as thoroughly differing from, one another" (p. 143, lines 19-23), 
he would have justly upbraided me with not representing him faith- 
fully, for he really says: the one differs * partly thoroughly” from the 
other. Again, should I have ventured.upon tbe statement that he 
considers Pánini's work as later than this Prétisikhya, because he says 
that it has borrowed a good deal from it; he would have pointed at p. 
144, line 6, where he speaks of a “certain posteriority" of Panini, which 
kind of posteriority is just as intelligible to my mind as the answer 
which some one, whom I asked about his travels, gave me, viz., that he 
had been, but not exactly, on the Continent. Or, if I had said that his 
chief argument for this “certain posteriority" is the difference in the 
pronunciation of the short 6, between Pánini and Kátyáàyana, since this 
difference led to his conclusion with “a tolerable amount of certainty” 
(p. 187, line 20), he would reply: * You are mistaken. I stated that this 
difference may have been caused by local reasons (line 15) ; it has, there- 
fore, not the slightest conclusiveness.” Or,if I gave his opinion on the 
relative proficiency of both authors to this effect, that he considers the 
Vajasaneyi-Pratigakhya as being “decidedly inferior” (p. 145, line 10) in 
this regard to Pánini's work, he would have pointed to line 2, in show- 
ing me how much erred in attributing to him the idea of such *a decided 
inferiority ;" for it is the PratigAkhya, on the contrary, which, “in most 
instances,gives the rules with a certain amount of safety and precision, 
when Panini either wavers in indecision, or decides in an erroneous and 
one-sided way." 
We must, therefore, leave the whirlpool, such as it is; and in doing 
So we cannot but appreciate the immense advantage which an author 
enjoys, when he is impartial enough to arrive at his conclusions unbiassed 
- by a knowledge of the subject of which he is speaking. Professor 
Weber has made up his mind that the Vájasaneyi-PrátiSákhya must be 
anterior to Panini, probably because it “appears extremely ticklish” to 
him to decide otherwise; hence he is not troubled with any of those 
eares which arelikely to disturb the minds of scholars who would first 
endeavour to study both works before they drew their inferences from 
them. He meets with an overwhelming amount of identical passages 
inthe two works: he finds that their terminology is likewise identical 
to acertain degree,—hence he concludes: either Pánini has borrowed 
these passages and this terminology from Kátyáyana, or both authors 
have borrowed them from a cominon source. For, as to a third alter- 
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native,—that Kátyáyana may have borrowed such passages from Pánini, 
it is dispatched by him “with a tolerable amount of certainty," 
as ranging amongst things impossible, because Panini is later than the 
Vajasaneyi-Pratisakhya ; and this posteriority, again, he chiefly bases 
on the argument that the pronunciation of the short a was, in the 
time of Panini, “already so much covered,” that he had to take the 
vowel u for his type of a vowel Sound, whereas Katyayána could still 
make use of the vowel a as the typical vowel in his Vaidik rules. Now, 
though I have already mentioned that this great argument is strangled 
by him assoon as it is born, 1 must nevertheless take the liberty of 
asking for the authority which supplied him with the circumstantial 


account of this phonetic history of the vowel a2 Panini and Kátyáyana 


both state and imply. as he himself admits, that the vowel a is pro- 
nounced samurita, or with the contraction of the throat; they do not say 
one single word more on the pronunciation of this sound; nor is there 
any grammarian known to me who does so much as allude to the fan- 


tastical story narrated by Professor Weber relative to this vowel a. An 
ordinary critic, then, would content himself with the authentic informa- 
tion supplied him by both grammarians; and if he perceived that 


2 9 =y D - v £ 
Panini, in his rule I. 2, 27, gives the vowel w as a Specimen vowel, and 
not as a type, while Katydyana chooses the vowel a for such a specimen, 


he would conclude that, even should there be a real scientific motive 
for this difference, it cannot be founded on a different pronunciation of 


the vowel a, since it is repudiated by both grammarians. But a critic 
like Professor Weber, who looks upon facts as worsted if they do not 
agree with his theories, concludes that this vowel a was “already so 


much samvrita” in the time of Panini, that he must needs throw it 
overboard, and receive w into the ark of his grammatical terminology. 


DANGEROUS ADVERBS. 


And here I may, in passing, advert once more to a practice some- 
times met with in literary arguments. It consists in quietly intro- 
ducing into the premises some such innocent words as 'more," or 
“almost,” or ^ already," or “so much,” or similar adverbs of small size, 
which have not the slightest claim to any such hospitality ; and then, 
suddenly these little interlopers grow into mastership, and sway the 
discussion into which they had stealthily crept. Thus, Pánini aud 
Kátyáyana, as 1 have just said, speak of the vowelasimply as samurita; 
and upon these words Professor Weber reports that “a in the time of 
Panini was already so much sai vrita " —that important secrets may be 
extracted from this grand discovery. 


PROFESSOR MULLER DOES NOT AGREE WITH PROFESSOR WEBER'S 
SPLITTING KATYAYANA INTO TWO. 


The foregoing illustration of Professor Weber’s critical remarks 
does not embrace the arguments in which he splits into two, Kátyáyana, 
the author of our Pratisakhya, and Kátyàyana who wrote the Varttikas 
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to Panini; for I shall first quote the observations of Professor Miiller on 
this treatment of Katyayana. In speaking of the Vajasaneyi-Pratisa- 
khya he expresses himself thus: १०५7 “It was composed by Kátyá- 
yana, and shows a cousiderable advance in grammatical techni- 
calities [viz in comparison with the Prâtisâkhya of the Black 
Yajurveda]. There is nothing in its style that could be used as a 
tenable argument why Kátyáyana, the author of the Pratisakhya, 
should not be the same as Kátyáyana, the contemporary and critic 
of Pánini. It is true that Pánini's rules are intended for a langu- 
age which was no longer the pure Sanskrit of the Vedas. The 
Vedic idiom is treated by him as au exception, whereas Káty&yana's 
Prátidákhya seems to belong toa period when there existed but one 
recognised literature, that of the Rishis. This, however, is not quite 
the case. Kátyáyaua himself alludes to the fact that there were at 
least two languages. ‘There are two words, he says (I. 17), ‘om and 
atha. both used in the beginning of a chapter; but om is used in the 
Vedas, atha in the Bhásyas! As Kátyiyana himself writes in the 
Bháshya, or the common language, there is no reason why he should 
not have composed rules on the grammar of the profane Sanskrit, as 
well as on the pronunciation of the Vedic idiom.” 

In other words, Professor Miiller sees that in no grammatical 
work known to him—and I may safely add to anyone else—mention 
is made of two Kátyáyanas; he sees, no doubt, too—though he does 
not state the fact adverted to by Professor Weber himself--that several 
Varttikas to Panini correspond in substance with the Stitras of the 
Vajasaneyi-Pratisikhya ; he deducts, moreover, from very correct and 
plausible premises, that there is nothing in either work to discounte- 
nance the possibility of the author of the Varttikas having also writ- 
ten a work on the pronunciation of Vaidik words ; and since he doubt- 
less coincides with me in the opinion that even Sanskrit philology can 
neither gain in strength nor in esteem by freeing itself from the fetters 
of common sense,—he arrives at the result that the hypercritical split- 
ting of the one Káty&áyana into two, as proposed by Professor Weber, 
is utterly fantastical. I shall support his view with stronger proof 
than may be gathered from the quotations I have made ; but in leaving 
for a while the whirlpool of the Indische Studien, I must now take up 
Professor Müller's own theory. 


PROFESSOR MULLER’S OWN THEORY ON THE RELATION 
OF THE VÀJASANEYI-PRATISAKHYA TO PANINTS GRAMMAR, 


After the words just given, he continues as follows: * Some of 
Kátyáyana's Sütras are now fouud repeated ipsissimis verbis in Pánini's 
Grammar. This might seem strange; but we know that not all the 
Sütras now incorporated in his grammar came from Panini himself, and 
it is most likely that Katyayana, in writing his supplementary notes 
to Panini, simply repeated some of his Pratisakhya-stitras, and that, 
at a later time, some of these so-called Várttikas became part of the 
text of Panini.” 


?' Ancient Sanskrit Literature, p. 188, à 
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Thus, in order to establish the theory that Pánini's work is later 
than the Pratisakhya of Kátyáyana, whom Müller, as we know, conceives 
to be a contemporary of Pánini, he presents us with this very plausi- 
ble sequence and chain of works:-—1. The Pratisakha of Kátyáyana. 
3. The Grammar of Panini. 3. The Varttikas of Kátyáyana. And 
since some rules of the second work are identical with some of the first, 
he assumes that such rules marched írom the first into the third, and 
they then gradually invaded the second work. Now even supposing 
that such a migration of rules could be supported by a particle of evi- 
dence, what becomes of those stubborn Pratisakhya-Stitras and Vártti- 
kas of Katyayana which are identical in their contents—as I shall 
hereafter show—and which have not ventured to walk into the Sütras 
of Panini ? They become the stumbling-block of the whole theory ; for 
since Panini, and especially Panini the contemporary of Kátyáyana, 
could not have written rules of which the defects must have been appa- 
rent to him, if he had seen rules so much better in a work written 
before his own, the substance of these Sütras of KAtyayana could not 
have simultaneously preceded and followed the Grammar of Panini. But 
I need not go further in showing the weakness of this theory, for I have 
already explained (p. 21, etc.) that out of the 3996 Sütras which form 
the present bulk of Páninis Grammar, only three, or perhaps four, 
may be ascribed to Kátyáyana, on critical and tenable grounds. A 
mere supposition, unsupported by any proof, that the Vájasaneyi- 
Prátisákhya is older than Pánini's work, can certainly not justify the 
sweeping doubt which is levelled by Professor Müller against the whole 
work of Panini, and which is not even substantiated—-as we might have 
expected it to have been—by a distinct enumeration of all or any of 
those Sütras which he would propose to restore to their rightful owner, 
Kátyáyana. 


Refutation of all these theories. 


FALLACY IN THE ARGUMENT THAT THE PRATISAKHYAS ARE ANTERIOR 
TO PANINI. 


In now proceeding to state the reasons which induce me to look 
upon all Pratisikhya-Siitras, not only as posterior to Pánini's Grammar, 
but to Pánini himself, and separated from him by at least several 
generations, I must, in the first place, point out the general fallacy 
which has led to the assumption that these works are anterior to 
Panini. It consists in applying the standard of the notion of grammar 
to both categories of works, and having done this, in translating the 
result obtained, which is less favourable to the PrátiSákhyas than to 
Panini’s work, into categories of time— priority and posteriority. An 
analogous fallacy would be too apparent to require any remark, if it 
premised conclusions concerning the chronological relation of works of 
a totally different nature and character. It may assume, however, as 
it has done, a certain degree of plausibility if it be applied to works of 
8 similar category. 
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I must observe, therefore, in adverting to Professor Müllers own 
words, as before quoted, that the term vydkarana, grammar, though 
constantly and emphatically given to Pánini's work, has not been 
applied by any author within my knowledge to a Prdtisdkhya work.**? 
This circumstance, however, implies an important fact which must not 
be overlooked. "Tradition, from immemorial times, as every one knows, 
connects with the Veda a class of works which stand in the most 
intimate relation to it—the Vedánga works. One of them is the 
Vyákarana. The Prâtiśâkhyas do not belong to them. hus, tradition 
even in India,— and on this kind of tradition probably the most squea- 
mish critic will permit me to lay some stress, does not rank amongst 
the most immediate offsprings of the Vaidik literature, those works 
whieh apparently stand in the closest relation to it,— which have no 
other object than that of treating of the Vaidik texts of the Samhitás; 
—but it has canonized Pánini's Vyákarana, which, on the contrary, 
would seem to be more concerned with the language of common life 
than with that of the sacred hymns. Is it probable, let me ask, even 
at this early stage, that tradition would have taken this course if it had 
looked upon these Pratisakhyas as prior to the work of Panini? 

VYAKARANA IS A VEDANGA, NOT THE PRATISAKHYAS. 

But this question will receive a more direct answer if we compare 
the aim and the contents of both these classes of works. Vyákarana 
means “wn-doing,” i.e., analysis, and Pánini's Grammar is intended ६० be 
a linguistic analysis: it un-does words and wn-does sentences which 
consist of words; it examines the component parts ol a word, and 
therefore teaches us the properties of base and affix, and all the linguis- 
tic phenomena connected with both; it examines the relation, in 
sentences, of one word to another, and likewise unfolds all the linguistic 
phenomena which are inseparable from the meeting of words. 


DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE CHARACTER OF THE VYAKARANA 
AND THE PRATISAKHYAS. 


The Pratisakhyas have no such aim, and their contents conse- 
quently differ materially from those of the Vyákarana. heir object is 
merely the ready-made word, or base, in the condition in which it is fit 
to enter into a sentence, or into composition with another base, and 
more especially the ready-made word or base as part of a Vaidik hymn. 
These works are in no wise concerned in analyzing or explaining the 
nature of a word or base; they take them, such as they occur in the 
Pada text, and teach the changes which they undergo when they 
become part of the spoken sentence, i.e., of the spoken hymn. And 


3% I may here observe that the full title of Patanjali's Great Commentary is 
not simply Malvibháshya, but Vyákaraua-Mahábháshya, The cnd, for instance, of a 


chapter in the sixth book of the Great Commentary runs thus: इति श्रीमदभगवत्पतञ्ञः 
लिविरचिते व्याकरणमहाभाष्ये पष्टाध्यायस्यर द्वितीयपादे प्रथमाह्णिकम्‌. 
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the consequence implied by these latter words entails, moreover, 
on the Pratisikbyas the duty of paying especial attention to all the 
phenomena which accompany the spoken words; hence they deal 
largely with the facts of pronunciation, accent, and the particular 
mode of sounding a syllable or word in connection with ritual acts, 


POINT OF CONTACT BETWEEN BOTH. HOW FAR A COMPARISON 
BETWEEN BOTH IS ANMISSIBLE. 


This brief comparison will already have hinted at the point 
of contact which exists between Panini and the authors of these 
Pratisakhya works. Leaving aside the wider range of the domain 
of the former, and the narrower field of the Vaidick pursuits of the 
latter, we may at once infer that both will meet on the ground of 
phonetic rules, of accentuation, and of the properties of Sound ; but we 
shall likewise infer that any other comparison between both would be 
as irrelevant as if we compared Panini with Susruta, or the Pratisakhyas 
with the Jyotisha. 

The aim of both categories of works being entirely different, 
there is neither a logical nor an historical necessity, nor does there 
exist a fact ora circumstance which would enable us to conclude, 
from the absence in these Pratisikhyas of certain grammatical matter, 
that their authors were not as much conversant with it as Panini, 
who treats of it, because it is his object, and therefore his duty, to 


treat of it. 


ANOTHER A-PRIORI ARGUMENT FOR THE PRECEDENCE 
OF PASINTS WORK. 


These facts being beyond the reach of doubt, we may again raise 
an a-priori question whether it is more probable that the plan of 
Panini’s work preceded in time the plan of a Pratisakhya work, or the 
reverse ? 

Throughout a great portion òf his admirable Introduction to Pánini, 
Patanjali endeavours to impress on the reader the great importance 
of grammatical study for promoting the objects of religion and holiness. 
He shows thata knowledge of language is necessary to a proper 
understanding of the sacred text; that no priest is safe in the practice 
of rites without a thorough comprehension of the grammatical laws 
which define the nature of sounds and words,—in short, that nothing 
less than eternal bliss depends very much-on the proper and correct use 
made of words, and, as a consequence, on the study of Panini. 

Here, then, we have a distinct definition of the relation of Panini 
to the Vaidie texts, —a distinct statement of the causes which have 
produced the Vyalkarana. And- what do they show else, than that 
Panini must have stood in the midst of a living religion, of a creed 
whieh understood itself, orat least had still the vigour to try to 
understand: itself ? 

In Panini there is organism and life. In the PrátiSákhyas there 

' js mechanism and death. They do not care for the sense of a word. 
A word antah, for instance, is to them merely a combination of five 
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sounds, nothing else; for whether it represent the nominative 01 anta, 
“end,” or the adverb antar, “between,” is perfectly indifferent to 
them. The rule of Kátyáyana's Pratigikhya on this word (II. 20), is, 
therefore, as dreary as a grammatical rule could ever be imagined to 
be, and the eritieal remarks which Professor Weber has attached to this 
rule merely prove that, on this occasion, also he beats the air. 

It does not follow, as I have before observed, that, because 
linguistic death reigns in these Sütras, Kátyáyana.or their other 
authors must have been as ignorant of grammar as it would seem 
if these works made any claim to be grammars at all It merely 
follows that, in the period in which they were written, there existed 
a class of priests who had to be drilled into a proper recital of the 
sacred texts; and it may follow, too, that this set of men had none 
ofthe spirit; learning, and intelligence, which Patanjali would wish 
to find in a man who practises religious rites. 

In other words, it seems to me that between Panini’s living 
grammar and these dead Prátisàkhyas, there lies a space ot time 
sufficient to create a want, of which a very insignificant trace is perhaps 
perceptible in some of Panini’s Vaidick rules, but which must have 
been irresistible at the period of the Práti$Sàkhya works. 

In substantiating with material proofs the priority of Pànini's 
work,I may dispense with giving evidence that Panini meant, in his 
eight grammatieal books, to concern himself with Vaidik language as 
well as the language of common life. ForIshould have simply to 
quote hundreds of his rules which are entirely devoted to Vaidik texts, 
and I should have to carry the reader through the whole Introduction 
of Patanjali, which proves, as I have already mentioned, that one of the 
chief objects of. grammar is the correct apprehension of the hymns. 
I will merely therefore compare, first, some matter treated by Panini 
with some matter treated by the Rik-PratisAkhya,—such matter, of 
course, as admits of a point of contact between both, and therefore of a 
comparison at all. 


THE RIK-PRATISAKHYA IS-MORE COMPLETE THAN PANINI’S GRAMMAR, 
SO FAR AS BOTH WORKS CAN BE COMPARED AT ALL. 


The fifth chapter of the latter work treats of the cases in which 
the consonant s becomes sh; the same subjectis comprised in the lat- 
ter part of the third chapter of Pánini's eighth book ; but this book does 
not contain the smallest number of the cases mentioned in the Rik- 
Pratisikhya. The same work enumerates in the same chapter the 
words and classes of words in which n becomes 7, and very few only 
of these instances are taught by Panini in the last chapter of his work. 
A similar remark applies with still greater force to a comparison of 
Panini’srules on the prolongation of vowels with those given by the 
Rik-Prátisàkhya inits seventh, eighth, and ninth chapters. In short, 
there is not a single chapter in this work which, whenever it allows of 
a comparison between its contents and the contents of analogous chap- 
ters of Pánini's Grammar, must not at once be declared to be infinitely 
more complete than the rules on them delivered by Pánini, 
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RELATION OF THE VAJASANEYI-PRATISAKHYA TO PANINLS WORK. 


In addressing myself fora like purpose to the Vájasaneyi-Práti- 
8811758, I might seem to do that which is superfluous. For, as I have 
shown before that Panini was not acquainted witha Vajasaneyi-Sam- 
hitá, it would require no further proof that he must have precededa 
work which is entirely dovoted to this collection of hymns. But as 
such a comparison, being extended also to the Varttikas, would involve 
at the same time the question whether the author of the Várttikas 
and the author ofthe Pratigikhya is the same person or not ; and asit 
would, too, bear on the very appreciation of the character of this Vai- 
dik work, I will enter into it with greater detail than was required for 
the conclusions which follow from a comparison between the Rik-Prá- 
tiSàkhya and Panini. 


PROFESSOR WEBER SCHOOLS KATYAYANA FOR WANT OF PRAOTICE 
AND SKILL.—KATYAYANA APPLIES THIS REPROACH TO PROFESSOR 
WEBER BY SHOWING HIM THAT HE DID NOT UNDERSTAND 
HIS PRATISAKHYA. 


It is a remarkable feature in the explanatory gloss which Professor 
Weber has attached to his edition of the Vajasaneyi-Pratisakhya, that 
he evinces much pleasure in schooling Kátyáyana for introducing irre- 
levant matter into his work; now upbraidinghim for his remarks on 
the common dialect, which ought not to have concerned him ina Sütra 
of this kind ; then finding fault with him for treating of words which do 
not occur in the Vajasaneyi-Samhita, and which, likewise, ought not to 
have troubled him. Professor Weber has given us too, in the beginning 
of his preface, a valuable collection of instances, which in his opinion 
prove either that KAtyáyana must have had before him a different ver- 
sion of the White Yajurveda than the one known to us, or that he has 
botched on to his Pratisikhya a number of rules which, for his purpose, 
were out of place; or, to sum up in the words of the Indische Studien, 
already referred to, that Káty&yana shows neither skill nor practice 
in his treatment of the matter edited and commented upon by Protes- 
sor Weber. But what would the latter think if Katyayana applied this 
very reproach to him ? if he told Professor Weber that he did not even 
understand the character of the Pratigakhya which he was editing and 
subjecting to all this learned criticism. 

Let me, then, take the place of KAtyáyana, and maintain for him, 
that he is not only the very same Kátyàyana who wrote the Varttikas 
to Panini, but that his Vajasaneyi-Pratisikhya has the double aim of 
being a Vaidik treatise as well as of containing criticisms on Panini. 
And let me, therefore, tell Professor Weber that since there is abundant 
proof of this view in Kátyáyana's Vaidik work, all his handsome epi- 
thets are put out of court. And this, I hold, will also settle the question 
why we meet with so many Sütras in Kátyáyana which are identical 
with those of Panini ; for we shall presently see that this identity is 
merely an apparent, one, and, in reality, no identity at all. ET 
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KATYAYANA SOMETIMES REPEATS THE WORDS OF PANINI MERELY 
IN ORDER TO MAKE HIS CRITICISMS MORE PROMINENT. 


I will take this point up first, and show that Katyayana merely 
repeated the words of Panini in order to attach his critical notes to 
them, just as I sometimes literally repeated the words of Professor 
Weber himself, merely for the purpose of improving on him. 

Panini says (I. 1, 60) adar$anam lopah. “ This is not distinct 
enough,” I hear Kátyáyana say ; hence he writes (I. 141) varnasyádaráa- 
nam lopah— Panini gives the difinition : (I. 2, 29. 30) uchehair udáttal, 
and nichair anudattah. “ So far so good » I suppose Katyayana to Say; 
“put you give the necessary complement of these two rules in the 
words (I. 2, 31) * saméhéral swaritah’ ; I object to this definition, for the 
swarita would better have been defined thus,” ubhayavan swaritah (K. 
I. 108—110).—P. I. 2, 32: tasyádita udattam ardhahraswam ; but K I. 
126 : tasyádita udáttam swarürdhmnátram.—V. VIII. 4, 67, 66: nodatta- 
swaritodayam (with the quotation of a dissent on the part ne Gárgya, 
Ká$yapa, and Gálava) ; udáttád adnudáttasya. swaritah. he former 
rule is approved of by Kátyáyana, who repeats it literally, but the E 
he words thus: udáttácl ehánudáttam: swaritam (IV. 140, 134).—P. I. 
1, 8: mulchauásilavachano munásikah ; but K. I. 75 : EGA LASSI eos 
vano ’nundsilah.—P. 1. 1, 9: tulyasyaprayatnam savarnan, Would it 
not be clearer,” we hear Kátyáyana say, “ to give this definition thus : 
(K. I. 43) samânasthânakaranâsyaprayatnah savarnah.”--P. VI. 1, 84: 
ekah pirvaparayoh ; but K. IV. 49 : athaikam uttarach cha.-—P. I, 1, 66: 
tasminn iti nirdishte pürvasya. “This rule I adopt," Káty&yana pro- 
bably thought, (I. 134) “ but for your next rule (I. 1, 67), tasmád ity 
uttarasya, I prefer the clearer wording” (I. 135) tasmád ity whtarasya- 
deh, “and your shashthi sthéneyogd (1.1, 49), evidently a rule which 
you ought to have put with those two preceding Paribháshá rules 
which are its complement, instead of separating it from them by seven- 
teen other rules, I place it, therefore, immediately after these" (I. 136). 

I will not add more instances of the same kind : they have all been 
carefully collected by Professor Weber; but heis far from perceiving 
that the identity between the language of both authors is merely an 
apparent one, and that the additional words of Kátyáyana, either in the 
same Sütra orin one immediately following, but intimately connected 

. with it, are so many criticisms on Panini, which are even made more pro- 
minent by the repetition of a certain amount of Panini’s words, For to 
assume, even without any of the further proofs which I shall adduce, that 
Kátyáyana first delivered his clearer and better Sûtras, and that Panini 
hobbled after him with his imperfect ones, is not very probable. 


FURTHER INSTANCES OF CRITICISMS OF HIS PRATISAKHYA 
ON THE GRAMMAR OF PANINI. THE VALUE OF THE CENSURE 
WHICH PROFESSOR WEBER ASSIDUOUSLY PASSES ON KATYAYANA. 
The following synopsis of rules is an extract from those I have 
: collected for the purpose of determining whether it could be a matter of 


accident that the PrátiS&khya Sütras of Kátyáyana are, to a considerable 
extent, nothing but Varttikas to Panini. 
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Panini writes (VIII. 2, 87), “om abhyádáne,' which rule proves 
that in his time om was not confined to Vaidik use only; but Kátyáyana 
writes (I. 18 and 19), “ omlcáram vedeshu" and * athakáram bháshyeshu." 
No doubt if Kátyáyana had not written with a direct glance at Pánini, 
this latter rule would be out of place, but in this combination its origin 
becomes intelligible. P.says (VIII. 1, 46), *ehi manye praháse rit.” 
Though this rule does not treat of the accent of manye, it nevertheless 
would follow from other rules of Panini, that manye is adyudatta in its 
combination with ehi. This inference is emphatically corrected by K. 
2, 15 : manye padapirvan sarvatra. Professor Weber, it is true, says 
that this word sarvatra—which embodies the'emphasis of the censure 
of Kityayana—is meaningless: once more, no doubt, Kátyáyana has 
bungled through * want of practice and skill." How much Pánini's rules 
VIII. 1, 19 and 72, ámantritasya cha, and ámantritam pürvam avidyam- 
ánavat, are the torment of commentators, may be seen from many 
instances in Sàyana's Commentary on the Rigveda. K. improves them 
considerably by II. 17 and 18: padapirvan’émantritam anánárthe "pád- 
âdau and tenánantará shashty ekapadavat.— K. writes II. 22: bhitir 
ádyudáttam : this rüle again rouses the critical indignation of Professor 
Weber. “ Why,” he exclaims, “is this word singled out (by Katyayana) ? 
Assuredly, it is not the single klin formation in the V. S." My answer 
is, because Káty&yana had studied Panini, and Professor Weber, it is 
clear, has not ; for Panini says, III. 3, 96, that bhiti is antodétta in the 
Veda; Kátyáyana therefore singled this word out with the decided 
intention of stating that in the Vájasaneyi-Samhitá Pánini's rule would 
be erroneous. This instance, I hold, moreover, is one of those which 
add some weight to the proof [have already given, that Panini did not 
know, and therefore preceded, the Vájasaneyi-Samhitá.—K. says, II. 
48, devatátiwandwüni chánámantritáni; and his words are a distinct 
criticism on P. VI. 2, 141, devatádwandwe cha.—In rule VIII. 3, 
30, Pánini teaches that Visarjaniya may remain such (or, as the Sütra 
expresses itself, on account of previous Sütras, may become Visar- 
janiya), before sibilants, or may become assimilated to the follow- 
ing sibilant. Buthe committed the venial offence of not stating that 
this latter alternative rests on the authority of Sákatáyana, and the 
former on that of Sákalya. Could Kátyáyana, therefore, forego the 
opportunity of writing (III. 8): * pratyayasavarnam mudi Sátkatáya- 
nah,” and (III. 9), “avikaram Sâkalyah $ashaseshw" ?—In VI. 1, 134, 
Panini gives a comprehensive rule on the elision of the final s in regard 
tothe Vaidik use of the nominative of tad. "No," says Kátyáyana 
(III. 14), “in the V. S. this elision occurs before vowels only in two 
instances: sa oshadhimayoh.”—K. (IU. 22) says ávir nir ida idájÀ vasatir 
varivah, and thus criticises the imperfection of P.s rule VIII. 3, 54, 
idáyá vá.—In III. 27, adhvano rajaso rishah spri§as patau, he shows the 
clumsiness of P.’s rule VIII. 3, 52, pátau cha bahulam; in IIT. 30, páráv 
avasáne, the imperfection of P.’s VIII. 3,51, panchamyáh paráv adhar- 
the; in III. 55, bhávibhyah sah sham samánapade, that of P.’s VIII. 3, 
59, ádesapratyayayoh.--In the Sütras III. 56 and 57, Káty&áyana teaches 
that the intervention of anuswâra, k and rdo not prevent s from be- 
coming sh, if this change would have to take place otherwise. “These 
rules,” says Professor Weber, “have no business here, for Samhita and 
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Pada-text agree in this respect, and these rules are quite general gram- 
matical rules ;” and in support of this argument he quotes Uvata, who 
also points out the superfluity. The latter consoles us (or it, it is true, 
by the remark that a man should not complain if he found honey though 
he intended only to fetch fuel, or a fish though his object were to fetch 
water, or fruits though he went out merely to pluck flowers. But as 
Professor Weber is not so easily consoled, and not so leniently disposed 
towards Kátyáyana as Uvata is, I may tell him that these rules are 
levelled against Pánini's rules VIII. 3, 57 and 58, which omit to include 
v. At II. 55, dwandwain çendrasomapûrvam püsháyniváyushu, Profes- 
sor Weber discharges a witticism. “None of the compounds ” (referred 
to in the Sütra), he says, “occur in the V. S. or the Sat. Br..... 
How is that to be explained? Did our-Homer nod when he composed 
this rule? or did he have before him passages of the V. 3. which it no 
longer contains [Professor Weber probably meant to say, ‘which was 
not the V. S. we now possess’]? or is the text of our Sütra currupt, 
and have we to read another word for soma?" I will try to relieve 
his anxiety by expressing the belief that this Sütra and the next, II. 
56, are criticisms on Pánini's general rule VI. 2, 141, and on his special 
rule VI. 2, 142. — The rule of Panini VIII. 3, 107, sunah, is criticised in 
three Sütras of Káty&yana III. 59, 60. 61, okdrat su; och cháprilctát, and 
abhe$ cha. 


COINCIDENCES BETWEEN THE PRATISAKHYA, AND THE VARTTIKAS 
OF KATYAYANA, 


The Varttika 3 to IIL. 3, 108 says varnát kdrah; K.I. 37, kárena 
ला; both are identical in their contents, and complete Pánini's rule III. 
3,108. The same remark applies to the Várttika 4 to P. IH. 3, 108, râd 
iphah, and to K. I. 40, ra ephena cha, in reference to the same rule of 
Pànini.—K. IIT. 38, aharpatau repham, points out an omission in P. VIII. 
2, 70: the same criticism is conveyed by the Várttika 2 to this Sütra of 
Panini, aharâdinâm patyádishu.—K. IIT. 12, lung mudi jitpare fills up a 
blank in P. VIII. 3, 36, vá Sari ; and likewise a Várttika on this Sütra to 
the same effect, và $arprakarane kharpare lopah.—P.’s rule VI. 3, 109, 
prishodarddini-yathopadishtam, is criticised by K. III. 41 and 42, ulcáram, 
dur de and 1082 cha, as well as by a Várttika to the former rule, which 
has the same contents: duro dagandSadabhadhyeshittvai valtavyam 
uttarapadddés chashtuivam.—A Varttika to the same rule of P., shasha 
utvan datridaśasûttarapadâdeh shtutvam cha, is identical in contents, 
with K. III. 46, shad dásadantayoh samlhyávayorthayo$ cha: both are. 
criticisms on P. VI. 3, 109. —The first Várttika to III, 2, 49, (improperly 
marked, like the two others, in the Calcutta edition, as if these Várt- 
tikas did not occur in the Mahábháshya), dáráv áhano ’nnantyasya cha, 
tah sanjnágám, is similar in contents with K. III. 47, ta ághád anádam- 
barat : both complete P. III. 2, 49, dsishi hanah.— The important omission. 
in P.’s Sütra VIII. 4, 1, rashdbhyén no nal saimdnapade, is, with almost = 
2. literal reference to these words, criticised by K.’s IIT. 83, risharebhyo | 
nakáro nakdran samánapade, and by his Várttika to the former rule, .. 


rashabhyan matva rikáüragrahanam, : : 
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I need not increase the foregoing quotations by a comparison of 
the contents of whole chapters of the Vajasaneyi-Pratisakhya with the 
analogous contents of whole chapters in Panini. For, though the result 
would be exactly the same as it has been in the case of our comparison 
between the Rilk-Prátisükhya and Panini’s work, even the isolated 
Sütras which I have contrasted in these quotations sufficiently 
show that Pánini could never have laid his Grammar open to such 
numerous criticisms as he has done, if the work of Kátyáyana had been 
composed before his own. My synopsis, moreover, shows that many 
rules of Kátyáyana become utterly inexplicable in his PrátiS&khya work 
unless they be judged in their intimate connection with ihe Grammar 
of Panini. And, asit is simply ridiculous to assume that“ Homer 
constantly nodded ” in writing an elaborate work, which evidences con- 
Siderable skill and practice in the art of arranging the matter of which 
he treats, there is no other conclusion left than that the Pratisakhya 
of Kátyáyana had the twofold aim which I have indicated above. 


HIS PRATISAKHYA WAS WRITTEN BEFORE HIS VARTTIEAS. 


There might, however, remain a doubt as to whether Kátyáyana 
first wrote his Pratisakhyas or his Várttikas to Panini. Two reasons 
induce me to think that his Práti$ákhya preceded his Várttikas. In 
the first place, because the contrary assumption would lead to the very 
improbable inference that a scholar like Kátyàyana, who has given 
such abundant proof of his thorough knowledge of Sanskrit grammar, 
left a considerable number of Panini’s rules without those emendations 
which, as we must now admit, are embodied in his Pratisakhya work. 
If we madea supposition of this kind, we should imply by it that he 
belongs to that class of authors who present their writings in a hurried 
and immature state, and upon an after thought, make their apology in 
an appendix or an additional book. If we assume, on the other hand, 
that he first wrote his PrátiSàkhya Sütras, which neither imposed upon 
him the task, nor gave him an opportunity, of making a thorough review 
of Pánini, we can understand that they might have seduced him now 
and then into allowing himself to be carried away by the critical tend- 
ency which he afterwards fully developed in his Varttikas ; and we can 
then, too, understand why these Varttikas treat merely of those Sütras 
of Pánini which were not included in his former work. 


FURTHER PROOF FOR THE PRIORITY OF THE GRAMMAR OF PANINI 
TO THE VAJASANBYI-PRATISARHYA. 
The historical argument. 


My second reason for this view is derived from a comparison bet- 
ween such of his Sütras and such of his Varttikas as are elosely related 
to one another. For if we examine the contents and the wording of 
either, we cannot fail to perceive that some of Katyayana’s Varittikas 
show an improvement on some of his Sütras, and we may inier that 
they were given on account of this very improvement. Thus the Vart- 
tika to VIII. 3, 36, quoted before, contains the word vá, which is not 
in the Sütras III. 12; the Várttika duro, &c.,to VI. 3, 109 embraces 
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more formations than the Sütras III. 41 and 42;the Várttikas 1-3 to 
III. 2, 49 do not contain, it is true, the word ddambara alluded to in 
III. 47—perhaps because it was already contained in this Sütra—but 
increase considerably the contents of this rule ; the Várttika 2 to VIII. 
2, 70 treats of a whole Gana, while the Sütra III. 38 merely names its 
heading word ; and 80 on. Nor could we forego such a comparison on 
the ground that there isa difference of purpose in the Sütras which 
are attached to the Vájasaneyi-Samhità, and in the Várttikas, which 
are connected with Pánini,—that, consequently, an improvement of the 
Várttikas on the Prátisàkhya need not tell on the chronological relation 
between both. For we have seen that Kátyáyan's PrátiSákhya does 
not strictly confine itself to the language of his Samhita or even to that 
ofthe Vedas in general. Already the instances given before would 
suffice to bear out this fact, in the appreciation of which I so entirely 
differ from Professor Weber's views; and a striking instance of this kind 
is afforded by Kátyáyana's Sütra IIT. 42, quoted before. It treats of 
a case entirely irrelevant for the Vájasaneyi-Samhitá ; this case is 
taken up again and enlarged upon in a Várttika to VI. 2, 109, and there 
is no reason why the additions made in this Várttika might not have 
been entitled with equa! right to a place amongst Katydyana’s Siitras, 
as Sûtra III. 42 itself. Their not standing there shows to my mind 
that this Varttika is later than this rule of the Pratisikhya work. 

It will readily be seen that Ihave arrived at the result of the 
priority of Pánini's work to the Prátisákhya of Katyayana, in entire 
independence of all the assistance which I might have derived from 
my previous arguments. I have hitherto abstained from availing my- 
self of their aid, because an inference must gain in strength ifit be 
able to show that two entirely distinct lines of argument neces- 
sarily lead to tlie same goal. Such is the case with the question 
before us. For if we now appeal, once more, to the important informa- 
tion which Patanjali supplied, viz, that the amubandhas of former 
grammarians have no grammatical effect in the work of Pánini :" in other 
words, that if a grammarian uses anubandhas employed by Pánini in 
the same manner as he did, his work must have been written after 
Pánini's work,—we need only point to the pratáyhára ting, in Kátyá- 
yana’s Sütra I. 27, in order to be relieved from any doubt that Pánini's 
grammar is prior to the Sütra of Kátyáyana. That Kátyáyana added 
in his Sütras other technical terms to those of Panini, cannot be a 
matter of surprise; indeed, it is even less remarkable thanit would be 
under ordinary circumstances if we consider that he made— either as 
inventor oras borrowing from older grammarians—such additions to 
the terminology of Pánini, in his.very Várttikas, where one would 
think there was the least necessity for them,—where, for instance, 
he might have easily done without such new terms as Sit, pit, jit, jhit, 
ghu, in the sense in which he uses them.??*? 


^^ Varttika L to Panini I. 1, 08: सित्तद्विशेषाणां वृत्षार्थम्‌; Várttika 2: पित्पर्या- 
यवचनस्य च sav, Varttika 3; जित्पयायवचनस्येव राजायर्थम्‌; Varttika 4: कित्तस्य च 
तद्विरोपाणां च मत्त्याद्यर्मू.--11 his Káriká to VII, 1,21 (compare note 114) Katyayana uses 


the term घु in the sense of उत्तरपद, as results from the commentary of Patanjali,— 
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Thus far my literary argument on the chronological relation be- 
tween Panini and the PrátiSákhya works. The historical proof, that 
not only the work of Panini, but Panini himself, preceded, by at least 
two generations, the author of the oldest Pratisakhya, requires, in the 
first place, the remark that by the latter designation I mean the Prati- 
Sükhya of the Rigveda hymns. 

Since Professor Weber, in his introduction to his edition of the 
Vájasaneyi-PrátiSákhya has given proofs that this work as well 
as the Atharvaveda-Pratisikhya—and I infer too, that of the Tait- 
tiriya-Samhitá—are more recent than the Rik-Prátisákhya, and since 
these reasons are conclusive to my mind, I need not, by the addition 
of other proof to that which he has afforded us on this point, weaken 
the great pleasure I feel, in being able, for once in a way, to coincide 
with him in his views. 


SAUNAKA WAS NOT THE AUTHOR OF THE RIK-PRATISAKHYA. 


It is necessary, however, that I should first touch in afew words 
on the question of the authorship of this Rik-Prátisákhya. It isadverted 
to in the first verse of this work, in a passage which contains all the 
informatiom we possess on this point. The passage in question runs 
thus: “ After having adored Brahma, Saunaka expressed the charac- 
teristic feature of the Rig-veda verses." 

Now, as it is not unusual in Sanskrit writings for the author to 
introduce himself in the commencement of his work by giving his name, 
and speaking of himself in the third person, this verse alone would 
not justify us in looking upon the words quoted as necessarily contain- 
ing a mere report of Saunaka's having delivered certain rules which 
another later author brought into the shape of the Rik-Pratisakhya as 
we now find it. But it must be admitted, also, that it does not ab- 
solutely compel us to ascribe this work to Saunaka himself. It leaves us 
free to interpret its sense according to the conclusions which must be 
derived from the contents of the work itself. 

These contents have already required us to establish the priority of 
Pánini's Grammar to this Prati$akhya work. If, then, we find that 
Panini speaks of Saunaka as of an ancient authority,*?? while there is 
no evidence to show that the Saunaka named in both works is not the 
Same personage, there is from the point of view of my former ‘literary 
argument, a certainty that Saunaka was not the author of the Prátisá- 
khya here named.*?! This inference, however, it must be admitted, 


Kariké : औशधे ete.—Patanjali: ANAR वक्तव्यम्‌। किमिदमघाविति । ग्रनत्तरपद इति ` 
etc.—The same term Ẹ occurs in Patanjali's Káriká to VI. 4, 149 (see note 121) : . . . 
ür लोपोऽन्तिषदित्यत्र ete, when Kaiyyata observes घुशब्दे नात्तरपद पूर्वांचायप्रसि- 


दृध्याच्यते 
२० IV. 3, 105: पुराणप्रोक्तेषु ब्राह्मणकल्पेषु; 106: शोनकादिभ्यश्छुन्द्सि, Compare also 


page 113. 

1 This is the view, too, of Uvata, the commentator on this PrátiSákhya, He 
says that Saunaka's name is mentioned for the sake of remembering him. नामग्रहणं 
tari. See Mr. Regnier's edition of the Rik-P. in the Journal Asiatique, vol. 


VII. (1856), p. 183. 
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is only entitled to be mentioned thus at the beginning of the historical 
argument, in so far asit may afterwards strengthen and corroborate 
it, but not, if it had to be used in order to premise the conclusions which 
will have to be drawn. 


ANOTHER WORD ON THE CRITICAL PRINCIPLES OF PROFESSOR WEBER 


Another preliminary remark, also, must be devoted to the sweeping 
assertion of Professor Weber, already quoted, which is to this effect, 
that *sameness of names can never prove the identity of the persons" 
who bear these names. Itis true he qualifies this dictum by adding 
after “names,” “like Kátyàyana;" but, even with this restriction, I 
cannot convince myself that literary criticism gains in strength by 
carrying Pyrrhonism beyond the confines of common sense. Ji great 
celebrity attaches to a name in certain portions of Sanskrit literature ; 
and if thesame name re-occurs in other and kindred portions of this 
same literature, I believe we are not only free, but compelled, to infer 
that the personage bearing this name in both such places is the 
same personage, unless there be particular and good reasons which 
would induce us to arrive at a contrary conclusion. I thus hold that 
a critic has no right to obtrude his doubts upon us until he has given 
good and substantial reasons for them. 

After this expression of dissent from the critical principles of 
Professor Weber, I may now recall the fact have mentioned on 
a previous occasion (p. 60), that there isa grammatical work, in a 
hundred thousand Slokas, called Sazgraha, whose authoris Vyádi or 
Vyáli. Y know of no other grammatical work bearing this name 
Sangraha, nor of any other celebrated grammarian named Vyádi. 
Both names, however, are not  unfrequently met with in the 
grammatical literature. Vyddi is quoted several times in the Rik- 
Prátisákhya, °°? and there is no valid reason for doubting that he 
is there the same person as the author of the Sangraha. This 
same work and its author are sometimes alluded to in the illustrations 
which the commentators give of the Sütras to Panini or the Varttikas 
of Kátyáyana; *'* and both, indeed, as I shall show hereafter, appear 
to have stood in 8 ९1086 relation to the Mahábháshya of Patanjali. 
We are, however, only concerned here with one instance with which 
Patanjali illustrates the second Várttika of Pánini's rule II. 3, 66. 


PATANJALI CALLS VYADI, DAKSHAYANA. 


It is this: “beautiful indeed is Dálcsháyana's creation of the 
Sangraha.” 2? $ 


232 Rik-P. III, 14.17; VI, 12; XIII, 12. 15. See Mr. Regnier's Index des noms 
propres to his edition of the Rik-Pratisikhya, s.v. Vyáli. 


233 Patanjali's commentary on v. 6 (of the Calcutta edition) to IV. 2, 60 gives the 
instances: सर्ववेदः | Gaara: | सवात्तिकः | ससंग्रहः; or the Kasika to VI. 8, 79: 
ससंग्रहं व्याकरणमधीते. i i 

25५ This instance follows another which says: “beautiful indeed is Pünini's 
creation of (his) Sitra.”—Varttika 2 to II. 8, 06 : शेषे विभाषा--ए2४27॥11 : शोभना खलु 
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From it we learn, then, in connection with the information we 
already possess of the proper name of the authorof the Sangralia, 
that Vyádi and Dikshiyana are one and the same grammatical 
authority. Dáksháyana, however, is not only a descendant of Daksha, 
but of Dálcshi also, *** and of the latter, at least in the third generation, 
while he may possibly have held a far more distant place in the lineage 
of this personage who isso often named in the ancient literature. 
For Panini, who defines the term yuvaz as the son of a grandson or 
ofa more remote degree in the lineage of a family chief, **? gives a 
rule in reference to this term, which the principal commentators 
illustrate by the name of Ddakshdyana. *?* 


पाणिनेः सूत्रस्य कृतिः । शे।भना खलु पाणिनिना सूत्रस्य af: p शोभना खलु दाक्षायणस्य 
संग्रहस्य कृतिः। शोभना खलु दाक्षायणन संग्रहस्य कृतिः- 


२७ panini, IV. 1, 95: श्रत gst—Kátyáyana: इनो बुद्धावृद्धाभ्यां फिन्फिनो विप्रति- 
पेधेन.-2४००]॥। : gA व्ृद्रात्रृद्वाभ्यां फिड्िफिनो भवतः विभ्रतिपेधेन। इञोऽवकाशः । दाक्षिः 
ote.—Kasiké : दृत्तस्यापत्य दात्तिः 

3० Pipini IV. 1, 102: पत्यं JATA गोत्रम्‌; 163: जीवति तु वंश्ये युवा; 104: 
गातरि च ज्यायसि; 165 : वान्यस्मिन्सपिण्डे स्थविरतरे जीवति. 

CG JN Th Jie यजिजाश्र- This Sütra kas no direct commentary by Patanjali, and 
I shall therefore first quote the Kasika on it: यजन्तादिनन्ताच्चापस्ये RAAN भवति । 
गार्ग्यायणः | वात्स्यायन: ॥ Aca | दाक्षायणुः | छाक्षायशः | द्वीपादनसमुद्ध यञ (IV. 3, 10) 
(1४. 2. 80) सुतंगमादिभ्य इनित्यतो न भवति ॥ गोत्रग्रहणन यजिजो विशेष्प्रेते । तदर्‍्ताच्यन्पेवायं 
प्रत्ययः (comp, IV. 1, 94).—But there is no occasion for doubting the genuineness o£ 
this Sütra on account of there being no .Dháshya to it (compare note 139), 
for Patanjali refers to if in his commené on the fifth Paribháshá (in the Cale. 
ed.) to T. 1, 72 and has also, amongst others, the instance दाक्षायण; Ziz. (ed. 
Ballantyne, p. 795); Paribüshá : प्रत्ययग्रहणं चापञ्चुम्याः | प्रत्ययग्रहरणं a WARM: प्रयो- 
जनम्‌ | यजिजाः फग्भवति। गाग्यांयणः p वात्स्यायनः | परमयाग्यायणः परमवात्स्यायनः | 


दाक्षायणः | परमदात्तायणः ete.— That Dáksháyána is the yuvan, not the son of Dakshi 
is sufliciently clear from the Kásikà itself, since it refers to IV, 1, 94. For this 
reason it also gives as an instance of a yuvan 60 1, 2, 66, besides गाग्यांयणः and 
वात्स्यायन (omitted in the Cale.ed.) the word gTqTWWE:—Patanjali contents himself 
with the instance गाग्यांयण:; but it commences its counter-instance to IT, 4, 58 in 
this way : अणिजारिति किम्‌ । aaua युवा दातायणः. We must, consequently, consi- 
der it an inaccuracy when the same Kásiká gives its counter-instance to II. 4, 60 
in these words: प्राचामिति किम्‌ । दाक्षिः पिता | दाक्षायणः पुत्रः: The Calcutta edition 
continues it, and Dr. Boehtlingk, of course, reprints it without a single remark, 
Inshort,whenever we open his discreditable reprint, we understand perfectly 
well why he writes in his preface, p. xxxviii.: * The Calcutta edition is very 
correct, so much so that only on the very rarest occasions have I had an opportunity 


of preferring the readings of the Manuscripts.” 
2 
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PANINI IS THE SON OF DAKSIT; HE THEREFORE PRECEDED VYÀDI 
BY AT LEAST TWO GENERATIONS. 


If we now turn to Panini himself, we have it on the authority of Pa- 
tanjali that his mother bore the name of Dakshi. *** And Déleshi, again, 
is, on the laith of all commentators on a rule of Pánini, the female fami- 
ly head of the progeny of Daksha, standing in the same relationship to 
Daksha as the male family chief Dakshi; she is, in other words, the 
oldest sister (vriddha) of the latter personage.*’* Vyâdi, therefore, 
was a near relative of Pénini, and Panini must have preceded him by 
at least tivo generations. 


VYADI IS QUOTED IN THE OLDEST PRATISAKHYA ; PANINI IS THEREFORE, 


ANTERIOR TO IT. CONFIRMATION OF PANINI'S PRIORITY TO VYÀDI 
BY THE LAGHUPARIBHASHAVRITTI AND PATANJALI. 


Now since the Rik-Pratigakhya quotes Vyadi, as we have seen, on 
several occasions, and since the Pratigikhya of Kâtyâyana is more 
recent than this work, I must leave it to the reader to determine how 
many generations must, in all probability, have separated Panini from 
the author of the Rik-Pratisakhya on the one hand, and from the author 
of the VAjasaneyi-Pratisakhya and the Várttikas on the other. 

After this statement, which, I fear, is entirely fatal to a great many 
chronological assumptions which have hitherto been regarded as fully 
established, and to the critical and linguistic results which have been 
built on these asssumptions, itis not necessary —but it will nevertheless 
be interesting—to see that modern and ancient grammatical authorities 
contain additional testimony to the conclusion I have here arrived at. 

When explaining the uncritical condition of the Paribháshá collection, 
I pointed out that if they were looked upon as an indivisible whole, 

there could be no doubt that they must be later than Panini,—since one 
of them uses the word Pániniya. I pointed out, too, that the compilers 
of these collections, Vaidyan&tha, for instance, must have taken this 
view of their chronological relation to Panini. Now at the end of the 


a Káriká to I. 1, 20 : सर्वे सबंपदादेशा दाक्षीपुत्रस्य पाणिनेः cte. 

™ Panini, VI. 4, 148: 4A च. : इवर्णान्तस्येति | किसुदाहरणं हे दाक्ष्या 
दाक्षेयः | ae इति यदि लोपो न स्यात्‌ cte—Kaiyyata : इवणन्तस्येति । हे gm । 
दा्षिशब्दादितो मनुष्यजातेरिति (315. हे दाक्षेनिदिक्िश०० ) (1v. 1, 65) sifa कृते तस्य संबुद्धौ 
aa कृते ९०.1४. 1, 05 : gdr मनुष्यजातेः-14४॥५... दाच्णी, ,, 19, 1, 94 : MARTA- 
स््रियाम्‌.-- 1९ ८४॥४...ग्रर्धियामिति किम्‌ । दाक्षी...--1. 2, 66 : eft gas (where eft Toit 
in reference to the preceding Sütra बद्धा स्त्री, Le, the eldest daughter of a grandson, 
ora further descendant, considered as the female head of the family). — Edsiká : 
Tal यूनेति (1. 2, ७) च ada । दी बृद्धा यूना सह वचने शिष्यते । तछत्तणश्चेदेव विशेषो 
भवति । पुस FARA: (thus MS. 829; MS. 2440 एवास्याः ) कार्ये भवति । exu 
पुमर्थवद्धवति । गार्गी च गार्ग्यायणश्च गाग्यों वात्सी च वात्स्यायनश्च वात्स्यो । at च 
दाचायणश्च seat (thus MS. 2440 ; MS. 829 qut ) 
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Laghuparibhashavritti we read that“ some ascribe the composition of 
all the Paribháshás to the Muni Vyádi.**? They must consequently 
have considered him as posterior to Panini. 

I will at once, however, ascend to the author of the Great 
Commentary. In illustrating the first Várttika to Pánini's rule 
VI. 2, 36, Patanjali writes down the following compound : Apisala 
Pániniya Vyádiya-Gautamiyáh.'!' It tells its own tale: it names 
first the disciples of Apisali—of whom we know, through Panini 
himself, that he preceded him--then those of Panini, afterwards 
those of Vyádi, and ultimately those of Gautama. There can be 
no doubt that we have here a sequence of grammarians who 
wrote one after the other; but, if any doubt still existed, it 
would be dispelled by the grammatical properties of the compound 
itself; for a Varttika to II. 2, 34, teaches that—unless there be reason 
to prevent it~ the name of the more important part must come first 
in a Dwandwa compound; and for a similar reason other Várttikas 
teach that, for instance, in forming such a compound of the names of 
seasons, the name of the earliest season in the year must precede that 
of a subsequent one; or in compounding the names of castes, they 
must follow one another in their natural order; or in making a Dwan- 
dwa of the names of two brothers, the name of the older has precedence 
of the name of the younger.” But as none of the grammatical 
reasons taught by Paniniin previous rules would compel the compo- 
nent parts of the compound alleged to assume another order than that 
which they have, we cau only interpret their sequence in the manner 
I have stated.” 


*^ Laghuparibháshávritti: इद्‌ 7 SR 4934 | HAT EIMA (the first Pari- 
bháshá) इत्यादि परिभाषा व्याडिमुनिविरचिता इत्याहुः. 

> Panini, VI. 2 86 : आ वायपिसजेनश्ान्तेबापी, -Kátyáyana : गराचा गेपिसरजेवे$नेकस्यापि 
पूर्वेषदत्वाससैदे इः. Patanjali; cmIGDE3 s RAA wa gazes: भवति । 
आपिशलपाणितीयज्याडीयगातमीया:. j 

* Panini, 1, 2, 34: अस्याच्तरम्‌. Várttika 3 (of the Cale. ed) MARE च. 
Patanjali: Masa Ta नियतती ते AFAA । मातापितरी श्रद्धामेधे.---- 81५७. 2 (of the 
Cale. ed) AIATAT णमानुगूयें श Aaa UTA —Patanjali ; ऋलुनचत्रा शामानुपूव्ये' ण 
समानाक्षराणांपूवनियाता वक्तव्यः | शिशिरवसन्ता.—\retikn 5 (of the Cale. ed.) वर्णा- 
नामानु पूर्व्येण. Patanjali: वरणानां qaqa पूर्वनिपातो भवतीति वक्तव्यम्‌ । ब्राह्मण 
क्षत्रिय विट शूद्राः. — Vartbilkn 6 (ot the Cale, ed.) HJA STAA: — Patanjali : आतुश्च ` 
ज्यायसः पूर्वनिपातो भवतीति वक्तव्यम्‌ । युधिष्टिराजु'ना. 

?? Such a reason would be, for instance, if one part of the compound belonged 
to the words technically called fq I. 4, 7—9) ; for in such a case the base घि would 
have precedence of a base ending in sp (compare If. 2, 82). On this account the 
names ofthe three grammari:ns, Sákalya. Girgyaand Vyani, form in the Rik- 
Pritisakhya, XIII. 12, the dwandwa: व्यालिशाकल्यगाग्याः i 
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CHRONOLOGICAL RELATION BETWEEN PANINI AND THE PHITSÜTRAS, 


PROFESSOR MULLER HOLDS THAT THESE SÜTRAS HAVE PRECEDED 
THE GRAMMAR OF PANINI. 


The descent from the height of the Pratisikhyas to the level 
plain of the Phitsütras w ould almost seem to require an explanation. 
Before I give it, however, I will refer to Professor Miller's Ancient 
Sanskrit Literature, and state its opinion on the relation of these 
Sütras to Panini. It is contained in the following words: *'* 

* As to SAntana’s Phitsütras, we known with less certainty to 
what period they belong. A knowledge of them is not pre-supposed 
by Panini, and the grammatical terms used by Santana are different 
from those employed by Pánini,—a fact from which Professor Boeht- 
lingk has ingeniously concluded that Sântana must have belonged to 
the eastern school of grammarians. As, however, these Siitras treat 
only of the accent, and the accent is used in the Vedic language only, 
the subject of Santana’s work would lead us to suppose that he was 
anterior to Panini, though it would be unsafe to draw any further con- 
clusion from this.” 


REFUTATION OF THIS VIEW. 


Once more I am unable toassent to the arguments of my learned 
predecessor on thissubject. If the knowledge of a work, as he admits, 
is not pre-supposed by Panini, it would seem to follow that such a work 
is not anterior but posterior to him, since it is scarcely probable that 
he could have ignored the information it contains. Nor has Professor 
Müller given any evidence to show that the contents of the Phitsütras 
are restricted to the Vaidik language only. On the contrary, the great 
bulk of the words treated of in these Sütras belongs with equal right, 
and, in some respect, with much greater right, to the classical language, 
in preference to that of the Vaidik hymns or Bráhmanas. And as no 
word can be pronounced without an accent, it is not intelligible why 
such a treatise should not be of as great importance for the student 
who recites the Mahabharata as for the priest who reads the Rigveda 
poetry. Panini himself has, indeed, embraced in his rules on accentua- 
tion a great number of words no trace of which occurs in the Samhitás. 
But even if the statement made by Professor Miiller were unobjection- 
able, why should it follow that an author who—and because he-- writes 
on a Vaidik subject, must, or is even likely to, be anterior to an author 
who treats of the classical literature ? And Panini moreover treated of 
both. 


A DOUBT AS TO THE INGENUITY OF DR. BOEH'TLINGK. 


AS little as I can adopt, on these premises, the conclusions 
Prof. Müller draws, so little can I joinin the compliments he pays to the 


m Ancient Sanskrit Literature, p. 152,’ 
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ingenuity of Dr. Boehtlingk.*** For since Panini himself, as I have 
shown before, makes use of the terms prathamóü, dwitiya tritiyd, 
ehaturthi, etc., and of auiig, aig (in the sense of an instrumental in the 
singular),?*? all of which are terms of the eastern grammarians, and 
as everyone knows that Pánini did not belong to them, I can see no 
ingenuity in assigning Sintana to this school on the sole ground of his 
having used terms which differ from those of Panini; especially when 
these terms have no grammatical influence whatever, like the anuban- 
dhas of Panini, and are not distinctly defined in the commentary as 


terms of the eastern grammarians.” +" 


75 Asin the case of the Calcutta edition of Panini, and of the Unnádi-Sütras, tho 
edition of the Phitsütras also was entrusted by Dr. Boehtlingk to his compositor, 
who reprinted the text of these Sütras from the Caleutta edition of the Siddhánta- 
kaumudí,—The difficulties offered by these 30095 are not inconsiderable, and might 
have yielded good materials for many renarks. De. Boehtlingk's Commentary on 
them consists of 32 lines, which contain the substance of abon 12, nearly all of 
which are insignificant, Even his very small Iudex to the ३0७७ is imperfect; for 


10 omits the Sütra यथेति पादान्ते which he mistook for a part of the commentary on 


IV. 15, and the Sütra उपसगाश्राभितरजे which also he has reprinted as if it were a 
portion of the commentary on LV. 12, though he himself is doubtful as to its proper 
position there. He professes, too, to have given an Index of the contents, “ for 
those who. mean to pursue the subject." But as one of the latter, I had to make a 
thorough Index of all the technical symbols in the Sütras, and also of a good number 
of real words which occur in the commentary and text, but which, in accordance 
with his notion of an Index, or through his usual inaccuracy, are omitted in his Index ; 
egy अशक गा. 13; अदिति 1V. 15; अमि 1V. 18; अम्बा 1. 2; आन्त्र 1. 4; आथवंण 17. (1; 


इष्टका 111. 19; ऋतु 0. 22; कृकलास I. 22; कृत्तिका 1.21; कृत्चिम 11.8, ard very many 
more. Of compounds he has never enabled the reader to find the latter part; and 


such general terms as उदात्त, स्वरित, अ्रनदात्त,ञ्र्तर ete, which are as indispensable 
bl 

for a student as the individual words themselves, are of course, also omitted. And 
all these remarks are suggested by the edition of a text which comprises no more 
than 88 Sütras. It is, of course, needless for me to add that the trouble of consult- 
ing or using a very valuable commentary on these »ütras, the Phitsütra-nritti, does 
not enter into the plan of an editor whose activity in editing grammatical Sanskrit 
texts only consists in putting the printed Calcutta works into different type. 

2" See notes 197, 220, and Panini, VIL. 3, 105. 

“ Dr. Boehtlingk enumerates the terms which induced him to draw the in- 
ferenco alluded to by Miiller, that Santana belonged to the eastern grammarians 
and he adds also the Stitras where.they occur, viz. AW II. 4, 19, 26; नप 11, 3 fq 
1.1; यमन्वनू IT. 18 शिट 1I. 0; स्फिक II. 16 हय IIe 2. Amongst these, स्फिक does 
not occur in the text of the Sütras of Bhattoji, but is a various reading mentioned 
by him in his conmentary, which reports on this various reading that itis a term of 
the eastern grammarians. The text of his Sütras has लुप instead of स्फिक As to 


the other quotations given by Dr. Boehtlingk, not one tells us that these terms are 
terms of the eastern grammarians. There was, consequently, nob a particle of 
evidence to draw from them that inference which he so positively draws. 10 158 
mere guess, the probable correctness of which is corroborated, but by such evidence 


as never occurred to him. 
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ANALOGY BETWEEN THE PHITSÜTRAS AND THE PRATISAKHYAS, 


The real reasons for this assumption, which I share in, must, in my 
opinion, be sought for elsewhere; and as they are connected with the 
question of the chronological relation of the Phitsütras to Pánini, I will 
first explain why I speak of them after the Pratisakhya works. 

It is because they stand on the same linguistic ground as the latter 
writings, aud because it was safer to survey this ground in the wider 
field of the Pratigakhya literature than in the narrow precincts of the 
Sütras of Santana. This having been done, we need now merely recall 
the results obtained. 


FURTHER ANALOGY BETWEEN THE PHITSÜTRAS AND THE PRÁTISKHYAS. 


We have seen that the Pratisikhyas represent the mechanic treat- 
ment of the language, unlike Panini’s method, which is organic and 
shows the growth and life of the language he spoke. "The same is the 
case in these Phitsütras Whereas Panini endeavours to explain in the 
accent of words by connecting it with the properties of the word,— 
whereas he seeks for organic laws in the accents of uncompounded or 
compounded words and, only reluctantly, as it were, abandons this 
path whenever he is unable to assign a general reason for his rules,— 
the Phitsütras, like the Prátisákhyas, deal merely with the ready-made 
word, *!? and attach to it those mechanical rules which bewilder and 
confuse, but must have been well adapted for an intellectual condition 
fitted for admiring the Pratisakhya works. They belong, in my opinion, 
like the Pratigakhyas, not to the flourishing times of Hindu antiquity, 
but toits decadence. 

In the second place, we have seen that on the ground which is 
common to both, the PrátiSàkhyas possess a far greater amount of 
linguistic material than Panini does; and we had to conclude that 
Pánini could on no account have ignored the knowledge they con- 
veyed, had they existed before his time. Precisely the same remark 
applies to the little treatise of Santana ; for, brief as it is, it is richer in 
many respects than the «analogous chapter which Pánini devoted to 
the same subject ; and it would be inconceivable that Panini should 
bring forward his rules, so much more incomplete in substance than 
the Phitsütras, had they been the precursor of his work 

But, thirdly, we were compelled to admit that, at least, one of 
the Pratisakhyas, that of Kátyáyana, was written with the direct 
intention of completing and criticising Panini ; and I may here observe, 
that Professor Weber has, with very good reasons, assigned to this 
grammarian a place within the Wastern school. These features, too, 
characterise the tract of Santana. 


SANTANA BELONGS TO THE EASTERN GRAMMARIANS. 


Some of his rules are delivered with the evident purpose of criticis- 


२७ Phitsütra, 1. 1: फिपोऽन्त sgrmq:——.Phitsütravritti : ...... अथैवदधातुरप्रत्ययः 


(comp. Pán. T, 2, 45) फिद्र | क्ृत्तद्धितसमासाश्चेति (comp. Pán. 1. 2, 46).—Compare also 
the end of note 25b 
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ing Pinini, and we meet on one occasion with the remark of the com- 
mentator that the eastern grammarians point out the difference bet- 
ween a rule of Panini and one of Sántana, when the context in which 
this passage occurs leaves no doubt that they meant a criticism on 
Panini. And from this remark alone I should conclude that Santana 
was one of their school, while, from all these reasons combined, I draw 
the inference that he must have written after Pánini. 

I will give some proof to substantiate this view, and to show, more- 
over, that there are grammatical authorities in India who expressly 
imply the view here taken of the posteriority of these Sütras to Panini. 


BHAT TOJIDIKSHITA MAINTAINS THAT THE PHITSÜTRAS 
ARE POSTERIOR TO THE GRAMMAR OF PANINI. 


According to Panini’s rule, VI. 1, 213,a word ibhya would have the 
udátta on the first syllable; Bhattojidikshita, in his comment on the 
Phitsiitras, quotes this rule in order to show that Santana gave his 
Sütra I. 5, with a view of stating that Pánini's rule would not apply 
to this word.’ He quotes the same rule of Panini for a similar 
purpose when he comments on I. 18,*^? for, according to this rule, 
arya is not udatta on the first, but on the last syllable; and also in 
his comment on IV. 8, for, according to this Sütra, the words tilya, 
sikhya (martya), dhdnyaand kanyd, are not udatta on the first, but 
swarrita on the last.syllable.**' On therule I. 7, Bhattoji reports that, 
iu the opinion of certain grammarians, Santana gave it in order to 
“kill” Panini’s rule VI. 2, 2.*** Santana’s rule I. 23, Bhattoji says 
contravenes Panini’s rule VI. 1, 197.?*^ Andit is the same gramma- 
rian who, when explaining that saha, as a part of Sántana/s rule IV, 
13, is udátta on the last syllable, reports: “ The eastern grammarians 
inform us that saha in Panini’s rule VI. 3, 78, is udátta on the first 
syllable, ” and he adds the advice: “ Chink on that.'"** But T find no 


* Panini, VI. 1, 213 : यतो$नाव:.--111 50:41, 7, 5 : AJAA wil fTWqr.— Bhatto- 
jid. ......विषयश्रहणं किम्‌ | इभ्या... . . .यताऽनाव इत्याय्‌ दात्त इभ्यशब्दः. f 

^" Phitsûtra, 1. 18 : ग्रयेस्य स्वाम्याख्या चेत्‌.-- 7६1०11१. : यान्तस्यान्त्यात्पूवमिति 
(IIL. 13) यता$नाव इति वाद्य दात्त MA वचनम्‌ (where the word MẸ sufficiently indi- 

.cates Bhattoji's view of the chronological relation between Santana and Panini. The 
same rule is given by Kátyáyana in his Vavttika to Panini, III. 1, 103). 

%1 Phitsütra, IV. 8 : तिल्य शिक्यकास्मर्यंधा न्यकन्याराजन्यमनुष्याणामन्त:---_3151011व. : 
स्वरितः स्यात्‌ | तिलानां भवनं da तिल्यम्‌ । यतोऽनाव इति प्राप्ते.--॥॥० Phitsatravritti 
reads tnis Stra : तिल्यशिक्यमत्यकार्ष्मयंधान्य ० °. हि 

7० Philsütra, I. 7: हिष्ठवत्सरतिशत्थान्तानाम्‌.---3191०11१. : . . . . संवत्सरः | अव्ययपूव 
पदप्रकृतिस्वरो (comp. Pan. VI. 2, 2) अत्रबाध्यत इत्याहुः. 

=: Philsütr:, 1. 28 : अयेष्ठकनिष्ठयोवंयसि.- 5४०६१०१. : अन्त उदात्तः स्यात्‌ । ज्येष्ठ आह 
JAM... | इह नित्त्वायुदात्त एव (comp. Pan. VI. 1, 197). 

२.५ Phitsütra, IV. 14 (nob 13) : Waretataza:.—Bhattojid. : एवमादीनामिति 
पाठान्तरम्‌ । एव । एवम्‌ । नूनम्‌ । सह । ते पुत्रसूरिभिः सह । षष्ठस्य तृतीये सहस्य स इति 
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evidence in the arguments of Dr. Boehtlingk, as regards the relation 
of Sintana to the eastern grammarians, of his having followed the advice 
of Bhattojidikshita 


Nagojibhatta says that “ the Phitstitras, when considered in reference to Panini, 


. 
are as if they were made to-day. 


Of equal importance with these observations of Bhattoji, isa pas- 
sage in the notes of Nágojibhatta on Kaiyyata, when the latter accom- 
panies the gloss of Patanjali to Kâtyâyana’s Varttika 6, to Panini 
VI. 1, 158, with his own remarks. For Nágojibhatta, after having 
observed that a rule of Panini would contain a fault when compared 
with the standard of the Phitsütras, pointedly winds up with the 
following words: “But, on the other hand, these Phitsátras, when con- 
sidered in reference to Panini, are as if they were made to-day,?**5 

It is clear, therefore, that the best Hindu grammarians, too, looked 
upon these Sütras not only as not anterior to Panini, but as quite 
recent, when compared with his work. 


(Pan. VI. 3, 78) प्रकरण सहशब्द आद्य दात्त इति MA: | तञ्चिन्त्यम्‌.— The statement of ths 
Pránehas mentioned by Bhattojidikshita, is that of Patanjali in his comment on 
VI. 8,78, v. 1, viz : आय. दात्तनिपातनं करिष्यते; and Kaiyyata in referring to Phitsütra 
IV. 12, observes : निपाता HTA दात्ता इति SEXUS AA दात्तः. But this reference of 
Kaiyyata by no mems admits of the conclusion that he looked upon Páuini's rule 
as more recent than this Phitstitra ; for this rule is not concerned with the accent 
P of सह; it is Patanjali who alludes to it; and Kaiyyata comments, in the words 
alleged, on Patanjali, not on Pánini. 
as Vairttika 6 (of the Calc. ed.) to VI, 1, 158 : प्रक्ृतिप्रय्रयाः स्वरस्य सावक्राशत्वादप्र- 
faf:.—Patanjali प्रकृतिप्रत्ययो : स्तरस्य सावकाशत्वादग्रसिद्धि : स्यात्‌ । प्रकृतिस्वरस्याव- 
काशः | यत्रानुदात्तम्रत्ययः। पचति | पठति ॥ प्रत्ययस्वरस्यावक्राशः | यत्रानुदात्ता प्रकृतिः सम 
त्वम्‌ । सिम त्वम्‌ । ESI प्राप्नोति । कव्यम्‌ । तेत्तिरीय्रम्‌ । विग्रतिषधात्प्रत्ययस्थरो भवि- 
ष्यति । नेवं विप्रतिपधेपरमित्युच्यते (1. ५, 2. न परः प्रत्ययस्वरः । नेप दोपः । इष्टवाची 
qua: | विप्रततपध पर यदिष्टं तद्भतीति-—Varttikas 7 (of the Calc. ed): बि्रतिपधात्म्रत्य- 
Aa इति चेवकाम्यायादिपुचित्कारणम्‌. ^ Patanjalit विग्रतिपधात्मत्ययस्वर इति चेत्कास्यायाद- 
यश्चितः कतैव्याः। पुत्रकाम्यति । गोपायति । ऋतीयते । नेप दोपः । प्रक्ृतिस्यरोऽत्र बाधको 
भविष्यति | प्रकृतिस्वर प्रत्ययस्वराभावः | RIT ॥ तेत्तिरीयम-!१०1५५०७, on the preceding 
passages : .........विप्रतिपेधादिति | पूब॑विग्नतिषेधादित्यथ: । काम्यादय इति । काम्यचश्चित्करणं 
प्रत्याख्यातं qepdemda,.....—Nágojibhatta : सम त्वमित्यत्र त्वत्वसमसिमेत्यनुःचानीति (Phit- 
sütra, IV. 10) प्रकृतिरनुदात्ता t तित्तिरिः शकुनीनां च लघुपूर्व॑मिति (Phitsütra, 11. 21) मध्यो 
दात्तः... । फिटस्वऐ$पि ars एवेति तेत्तिरीये ऽपि दोषः । यद्वा फिटसूत्राणि पाणिन्य- 


ten ग्राधुनिककतृकाणीति परत्वं बोध्यम्‌. The Phitsütra II. 21, referred to by Nigo- 
jibhatta, is read differently in Bhattoji's text from that of the Vritti. Isubjoin both 
readings with their commentary, in order to illustrate at the same time the nature 
of the latter commentary as compared with that of Bhattoji. The latter reads 
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CHRONOLOGIOAL RELATION BETWEEN PÁNINT AND YÁSKA. 
PROFESSOR MÜLLER HOLDS THAT PANINI IS ANTERIOR TO YÁSKA. 


On Yáska, Professor Müller expresses himself thus;259 

“There are some discussions in the beginning of the Nirukta which 
are of the highest interest with regard to etymology. While in Greece 
the notions of one of hergreatest thinkers, as expressed in the Oraty- 
lus, represent the very infancy of etymological science, the Brahmans 
of India had treated some of the vital problems of etymology with the 
utmost sobriety. In the Prátisákhya of Kátyáyana we find, besides 
the philosophical division of speech into nouns, verbs, prepositions, 
and particles, another division of a purely grammatical nature and 
expressed in the most strictly technical language. ‘Verbs with their 
congugational terminations; Nouns, derived from verbs by means of 
Kritsulfixes; Nouns, derived from nouns by means of taddhita-suffixes, 
and four kinds of compounds,—these constitute language’ [Vájas. Prat. 
I. 27.] 

"In the Nirukta this divison is no longer considered sufficient. A 
new problem has been started, one of the most important problems in 
the philosophy of language, whether all nouns are derived from verbs ? 
No one would deny that certain nouns, or the majority of nouns, were 
derived from verbs. The early grammarians of India were fully agreed 
that lcartri, a doer, was derived from kri, to do; páehaka, a cook, from 
pach, to cook. But did the same apply to all words? Sákatáyana, an 
ancient grammarian and philosopher, answered the quesion boldly in 
the affirmative, and he became the founder of a large school, called the 
Nairuktas (or Etymologists), who made the verbal origin of all words 
the leading principle of all their researches.” 257 


शंकुनीनां च लघुपूर्वम्‌, and comments: पूर्व” लवूदात्त स्यात्‌ | कुकुट: । तित्तिरिः,--1॥० Pbit- 
sûtravpitti reads शकुनीनां च लघुपूर्वाणास्‌, and comments AJA येषां शकुनिवाचिनां 
लघावन्ते द्वयोश्च बह्णशो गुरुरुदात्तो भवति | कृकवाकुः | कृकलासः । कपोतः ॥ शकुनीनामिति 


किम्‌ । वराहः ॥ लघुषूर्वाणामिति किम्‌ । waz: । तित्तिरिः । खञ्जरीटः. may quote 
here a passage from Sáyana's commentary on Rigveda I. 1, 1, in order to obviate a 
misunderstanding of it. With regard to the accent of the word She writes: 


गाग्यस्य मतेऽस्निशव्दस्याखण्डातिपदिकत्वाफिपो ऽन्त उदात्त इत्मन्तोदा त्त्वम्‌. These words 
need not mean that Gárgya, the predecessor of Pánini, deducts from Phitsütra I. 1, 
the accent of ग्रझि, but they may—and, I conclude, do—mean : “since, aecording to 
the opinion of Gárgya, agni is an indivisible base (ie, a base which must not be 
analysed ; compare note 248), its accent is the udátta on the last syllable, agreeably 
to Phitsütra I. 1.—The last reference, therefore, would belong to Sáyana, not to 
Girgya ; andthe only inference we might be allowed to draw from the words of 
Sáyann, would be, that Gárgya looked upon agni asan Unnádi-formation (compare 
p. 131), anil, perhaps—but not necessarily,—that already in his time there existed 
a rule on accentuation similar in purport to that of the Phitsütraalleged. It is not 
admissible, therefore, to adduce this passage in proof that, in Sáyana's opinion. the 
Phitsütras were known to Gárgya. 

?* Ancient Sanskrit Literature, p. 103. 

खा गा the continuation of this passage Professor Müller gives the statement 
similar to that which is eontained above, on pago 181, 

22 
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170 CHRONOLOGICAL RELATION BETWEEN PANINI AND YASKA. 


[t js sufficiently. clear from the preceding words that Professor 
Miiller considers Yaska as more recent than Kátyáyana, and since he 
himself admits (see above p. 148) “that there is nothing in the style of 
the Pratikakbya composed by Káty&yana that could be used as a tenable 
argument why Kátyiyana, the author of the Pratisakhya, should ‘Not 
be the same as Kátyáyana, the contemporary and critic of Panini,” 
he must also consider the author of the Nirukta as subsequent to 
Panini. 


Refutation of this view. 


To refute his view on the relative position of KAtyáyana and Yáska, 
we need now merely point to the facts with which we are already 
familiar. Müllers reason for Yáskas posteriority to Katyayana is 
founded, as we see, on the assumption that the problem of the deriva- 
bility or non-derivability of all nouns from verbs had not yet been 
proposed inthe time of KAtydyana. But whence does he know this? 
The Pratigikhya of Kátyáyana is no sufficient testimony for establishing 
this theory. When Kátyáyana there says that nouns are either nouns 
derived from verbs, or nouns derived from  nouns,—either krit or 
taddhita derivatives,—he has already said too much in a work of this 
kind, which has nothing to do with the origin of words, and which alludes 
to this and other matter, foreign to a Pratisikhya itself, only because, 
and in so far as, it concerns its other purpose, viz., that of criticizing 
Panini. Whether or not therefore it dealt with a problem such as 
that of which Müller is speaking, is merely a matter of chance. 

But this problem itself, as we have seen, is epitomized in the term 
uwnnádi. A grammarian who uses this term shows at the same time 
that he is cognizant of that division between the old grammarians which 
Yaska describes. For whichever side he espouse, he has expressed by 
the term unnddi, that there are krit-derivatives which are of an excep- 
tional kind and which are looked upon by 
speaking, no derivatives at all. Now, I have 
which prove that Katyáyana dealt with the question of Unnádi words. 
Hence he was aware of that problem discussed in the Nirukta; it was 
not “anew problem" to him; and all the inferences that may or may 
not be built on its absence in the Vajasaneyi-Pratisikhya become 
invalidated at once. f 

But the knowledge possessed by Panini, of this problem itself would, 
of course, not prove anything as to his priority or posteriority to Yáska, 
who speaks of it. It leaves this question just where we find it, and we 
must seek for other evidence to settle it. 


some as being, strictly 
quoted several instances 


YASKA IS NAMED BY PANINI. 


Such, I hold, is afforded by the fact that Pánini knows the name of 
Yaska, for he teaches the formation of this word and heads a Gana 
with it. And as we know at present of but one of real Yáska in the 
whole ancient literature, a doubt as to the identity of the author of the 


c ag 


२५ Panini, II, 4,63: यास्कादिभ्या गोत्र. 
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YASKA AND PANINI ON THE PREPOSITIONS. I71 


Nirukta and the family chief adduced by Panini, would have first to be 
supported with plausible arguments before it could be assented to. 

A second and equally strong reason is, in my belief, afforded by the 
test I have established above, on the ground of the grammatical sanjnás 
which occur in Pániui's work. 


YASKA ON THE PREPOSITIONS. 
PANINI ON THE PREPOSITIONS. 


Amongst these terms there is one especially which allows us to 
judge of the relative position of Yáska and Panini, viz, the term 
upasarga, prefix or preposition. Panini employs it in many Sütras; he 
does not define it; it must consequently have been in use before he 
wrote. Yáska, however, enters fully into the. notion expressed by it, 
as we may conclude from the following words of his Nirukta :— ^^? 


7? Nirukta, I. (aecording to the edition of Professor Roth): न Frater 
उपसर्गा ख्रर्थान्रिराहु mazaa नामाख्यातयोस्तु क्मोपसंग्रोगद्योतका भवन्त्युचावचा: 
पदार्था भवन्तीति गाग्यस्तद्य ug पदार्थैः प्राहुरिमे तं नामाख्यातग्रोर्थविकरणम | 

Ay NN [तिले ^ भिमुख्यं ` तिल्लाम्यम 
आ इत्यर्वागथ प्र परेत्येतस्य प्रातिलोम्ग्रसभीत्याभिमुख्यं प्रतीत्येतस्य प्रातिलोम्यमति सु 
इत्यभिपूजितार्थ निदु रित्येतयोः प्रातिलोम्यं न्यवेति विनिग्रहार्थीया उदित्येतयोः प्रातिलोम्यं 
समित्येकीभावं व्यपेत्येतस्य प्रातिलाम्यमन्त्रि्ति सादृश्यापरभावमपीति संसगमुपेत्युपजनं 
परीति सर्वेतोभावमधीत्युपरिभावमेश्वये वेवमुच्चावचानर्थांन्प्राहुस्त उपेक्षितव्याः--- 


Of the commentary of Durga on this passage Isubjoin here only those passages 
which are required for a justification of my translation, and of the instances added 


to the text of Yaska (MS. E. 1. H., 200): नामा | तुशब्दोऽवधारणार्थः | नामःख्यातयोरेव 
àrsi: कर्म तत्रेव विशेषं कंचिदुपसंयुज्य यातयन्ति । स एप नामाख्यातयोरेवार्थविशेष उपसगसंग्रोगे 
सति व्यज्यते n.. gar भवन्तीति | बच्चा: (sic) पदार्था भवन्तीति गाग्य; । उच्चाशच । वचाश्च 
(sic) उच्चावचाः | बहुप्रकारा इत्यर्थः | एपाञ्चुपसर्गपदानामर्थाः पदाथा भवन्ति । वियुक्तानामपि 
नामाख्याताभ्यामिति गाग्यः । आचायों मन्यत इति वाक्यशेषः। एकेका ह्यपां प्रादीनां नामाख्यात- 
वियागेऽप्यनेकार्थ इत्यमिम्रायः ॥...॥ तय एषु पदार्थ: AERA तम्‌ । तदेतढुपपन्न भवति | य एपू- 
पस्सर्गेष्वनेकप्रकारा$थ इति Wal तमिम उपसगपदविशेषाः पृथगपि सन्तः कः पुनरसावित्युच्यते । 
नामाख्यातग्रोरशैविकरणम्‌ ॥...॥ आ इत्यवांगर्थे p तद्यथा । आ पर्वतादिति । अर्वागिति गम्यते 
॥...प्र परेत्येतस्य ग्रातिलेम्यम्‌ | प्रपरावित्येताबुपसगातेतस्यवाङाऽ्भस्य प्रातिलाम्यमाहलुः। प्रगतः। 
परागतः ॥ श्रभीत्याभिसुख्यमाइ | अभिगतः ॥ प्रतीत्येतस्येवाभः प्रातिलोम्यमाह । प्रतिगत इति ॥ 
अति सु इत्येतावभिदूजितार्थे वतेते । श्रतिधनः । सुत्राण इति ॥ निदु रित्येतयोः मातिलाम्यम्‌ । 
निर्धनः । gaian इति ॥ wala बिनिग्रहार्थीयो | निगृह्णा्यवगृह्ाति ॥ उदित्ययसेक एव zat: 
प्रातिलेम्यमाह | उद्गृह्णातीति ॥ समिः्येकी भावमरैमाह | संगुह्लातीति ॥ व्यपेत्येतस्य प्रातिलेस्प- 
माहतुः । विगह्लात्यपगह्लातीति ॥ अस्विति साइश्यापरभावमाह | अनुरूपमस्थेति सादश्यस्‌ । AT- 
गच्छतीत्यपर भावम्‌ ॥ अपीति संसगंमाह । सपि पोऽपि ल्यात्‌ । मधुना5पि स्यात्‌ ॥ उपेत्युपजनम्‌ । 
उपजनमाधिक्यम्‌ । उपजायते । परीति सवैताभावमाह । परिघापयतीति ॥अधीत्युपरिभावमाह । ऐश्वय 
at अधितिष्ठति । अधिपतिरिति । आह नामाख्यातश्रास्तु क्मोपसंयोगद्योतका भवस्तीत्युक्तम्‌ । 
अन्न नाम्नः कर्मोपसंपागद्योतका भवन्तीति। एवं न ग॒हन्ते । उपसर्गाः क्रियायोग इति (Pan. 1. 1. 59 


C. ~ 


प्रसिद्धो ह पसर्गाणां क्रियापदेन योगो न नाम्न उपसगां हि क्रयाङ्गस्वेनेव नामान्यास्कन्दन्ती ति. 
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“Sokatayana says that ‘the prepositions when detached (from 
noun or verb) do not distinctly express a sense; ' but Gàrgya maintains 
that * they illustrate the action which is the s:nse expressed by a noun 
or verb (in modifying it); and that their sense is various (even when 
they are detached from a noun or verb)? Now they express (even in 
their isolated condition) that sense which inheres in them; it is this 
sense which modifies the sense of a noun or verb. 116 preposition 
á expresses the sense of Jimit (e g., up to the mountain) ; pra and part 
express, the reverse of â (e.g. gone forth or awai); abhi, the sense of 
towards (e.g., gone towards—in a Iriendly sense ; prati, the reverse of 
abhi (e.g., gone against) ; ati and su, excellence (e.g., having much wealth, 
an excellent Bráhmana) ; nir and dur, the reverse of these two (e.g., 
having no wealth, a bad Bráhmana) ; ni and ava, downwardness (e.g., he 
takes down); ud, the reverse of these two (e.g, he takes wp); sam, 
junction (e.g, he takes together); vi and apa, the reverse of sam (e.g., 
he takes away); anu, similarity or being aiter (e.g having a similar 
appearance, he goes after); api, co-existence (e.g, let it be a drop of 
butter, a drop of honey) ; ९९ upa, excess (e.g., he is born again); pari, 
surrounding (e.g., he puts round); adhi, being above and superiority (e.g., 
he stands over, a supreme lord). In this manner they express various 
senses, and these have to be considered.” 

This passage records, as we see, besides the definition of Yaska, the 
opinions of Sakatayana and of Girgya; it is silent on Panini. Yet how 
much more complete and scientific is his treatment of the prepositions! 
Durga, the commentator of Yaska, feels this defect in Yáska, for at the 
end of his gloss he says: “upasargas can only be joined to a verb, not 
to a noun; it is therefore only through the mediation of the former 
that they can ascend also to the latter" (viz, in so far as nouns are 
derived from verbal roots). 

Panini teaches that the first and general category to which preposi- 
tions belong, is that of nipátas or particles: he then continues, that 
they are upasargas when they are joined to * verbal action” (Le. to a 
verb); gatis, if the verbal roots to which they are attached become 
developed into a noun; and that they are karmapravachaniyas it they 
are detached and govern a noun.'^' Of such a distinction there 
is no trace in the Nirukta, which stops, as we see, at the specu- 
lations of Sakatayana and Gargya, both predecessors of Panini. Nor 
can the meanings which Yáska assigns to the prepositions, so far as 
completeness is concerned, be compared to those we meet with in the 
rules of Panini. Abhi, for instance, has with him not only the sense 
mentioned by Yáska, but that of *towards, by (severally), with regard 
to;" ati, that of “excellence and transgression ;" apa, that of *excep- 
tion;" amu, that of “in consequence of, connected with, less than, 
towards, by (severally), with regard to, to the share of ;" prati, the 


™ Ib seems to me doubtful whether संसर्ग implies the sense which is illustrated 
by the instance of Durga ; without his words, which clearly refer to Patanjali's com- 
ment on Panini, 1, 4, 96,1 should have rendered संसर्ग by union, and thought of an 
instance like अपिनहग्रति. 


२ Panini, L 4, 58: प्रादयः; 59 : उपसर्गाः क्रिय़ाग्रोगे; 00: गतिश्च; 83: कमैप्रवचनीयाः- 
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sense of “towards, by (severally), with regard to, to the share of, instead 
01, in return of ;" pari, the sense of prati, except in the two last mean- 
ings, and that of an “expletive ;" adhi, that of “superiority and of an 
expletive.” 202 


PANINI IS POSTERIOR TO YASKA. 


It seems impossible, therefore, to assume that Yáska could have 
known the classes of upasarga as defined by Pánini, and their meanings 
as enumerated by him when he wrote the words before quoted. But 
not knowing the grammar of Pánini, is, in the case of Yáska, tanta- 
mount to having preceded it. 


CHRONOLOGICAL RELATION BETWEEN PÁNINI AND BUDDHA, 


Though Yáska be older than Pánini, and Panini older than Katya- 
yana, there still remains the mystery as to the era of Panini. No work 
of the ancient literature, within my knowledge, gives us the means 
of penetrating it. But as the remotest date of Hindu antiquity, which 
may be called a real date, is that of Buddha's death, it must be of 
interest to know whether Panini is likely to have lived before or after 
this event. 


SAKYAMUNI IS NOT MENTIONED BY PANINI. 


Not only is the name of Sékyamuni, or Sákya, never adverted to 
in the Sütras of Panini, °°° but there. is “another fact connected with 
this name which is still more remarkable. 


NIRVANA, 


The great schism which divided ancient India into two hostile 
creeds, centres in the notion which each entertained of the nature of 
eternal bliss. The BrahmaniciHindus hope that their soul will ultimate- 
ly become united with the universal spirit; which, in the language of 
the Upanishads, is the neuter Brahman; and, in that of the sects, the 
supreme deity, who takes the place of this philosophical and impersonal 
god. And however indefinite this god Brahman may be, it is neverthe- 
less, to the mind of the Brahmanic Hindu, an entity. The final salvation 
of a Buddhist is entire non-entity. This difference between the goal of 
both ereated that deep and irreconcileable antagonism which allowed 
of none of tlie compromise which was possible between all the shades 
and degrees of the Brahmanic faith, from the most enlightened to the 
most degenerate. The various expressions for eternal bliss in the 
Brahmanic creed, like apavarga, moksha, multi, nihéreyasa, all mean 
either “liberation from this earthly career" or the “absolute good ;” 


2०7 Compare I. 4, 84—97. 

?" Tho formation शाक्य occurs in three Ganas; as a derivative from शक with - 
यञ्ज in the Gana to LV. 1, 105; with $21 to IV. 3, 02, but there it becomes doubtful, 
through the difference in the readings of the MSS,.; and as a derivation from 
शाक with ण्य in the Gana to LV. 1, 151. 
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they therefore imply a condition of hope. The absolute end of a 
Buddhist is without hope ; it is nirvana or extinction. This word means 
literally “blown owb;” but there is this difference, if Iam not mistaken, 
between its use in the Brahmanie and in the Buddhistic literature,— 
that, in the former, it is employed, like other past participles, in any of 
the three genders, whereas in the latter it occurs only in the neuter 
gender, and there, too, only in the sense of an abstract noun, in that of 
extinction, i.e., absolute annihilation of the soul, I have no instance 
at my command in which nirvana, when used in the classical literature, 
implies: any other sense than the sense“ blown oub," or a sense imme- 
diately connected with it. Thus Patanjali, when illustrating the use of 
this past participle, gives the instances: “the fire is blown owt by the 
wind, the lamp is blown out by the wind :” and Kaiyyata who, on the 
same occasion, observes that a phrase, “ the wind has ceased to blow,” 
would not be expressed by “nirvano vatah, but by nirvüto vatah,” 
corroborates the instances of Patanjali with one ol his own: * blowing 
out (has been eflected) by the wind." But Panini, who teaches the 
formation of this participle in rule VIII. 2,50, which has indirectly 
called forth all these instances, says: “(the past participle of vá with 
prefix nir is) nirvana (if the word means) ‘free from wind’, (or, ‘not 
blowing, as wind?)."*?* 

This is the natural interpretation of Panini’s rules. Katydyana, it is 
true, gives a Varttika which corrects the word aváte into avátábhi- 
dháne * (if it have) not the sense of wind (or of blowing); " yetit is very 
remarkable that Patanjali, in commenting on this Varttika, does not 
interpret its words in his usual manner, but merely adds to them the 
instances I have just named ; it is remarkable, too, that he instroduces 
them with the observation : “(this Varttika is given in order to show) 
that (nirvana) is also or is emphatically used in the following instances.” 
Still he has no instance whatever for the sense stated by Panini, and 
his word “also” or “emphatically” does not appear to be justified by the 
criticism of Kátyáyana, which simply corrects the word 60668 into 606- 
tabhidhdne without any additional remark. 


PANINI IS ANTERIOR TO BUDDHA, 


In short, my opinion on this Varttika is analogous to that which I 
have expressed in previous instances. The sense of nirvana, “ free 
from wind (or not blowing), had become obsolete in the time of KÂ- 
yáyana, who merely knew that sense of it which found its ulterior and 
special application in the nirvána 01 the Buddhistic faith. But since 


m १111. 2, 50: निर्वाणोऽद्राते. Kátyáyanaz अवाताभिधाने.-- (20१); अवाताभिधान 
इति वक्तग्यम्‌ (these words have been mistaken for the Varttika itself, in the Caleut- 
ta edition) | इहापि यथा स्यात्‌ | निर्वाणोऽग्नि्वातेन । निर्वाणः प्रदीपो वातेनेति-- Kaiyyala: 
'्रवाताभिधान इति । तेन निर्वातो वात इत्यत्रेव नत्वनिपेधो न तु भावे निष्टायामिति निर्वाणं 
वातेनेति भाव्यमिति वार्चिककारस्य दर्शनम्‌ । ग्रन्ये तु वातकतु'के धारने सर्वत्र निषेधः 
मिच्छन्ति । निर्वाते ara: । निर्वात वातेनेति । निर्वाणः प्रदीपो वातेनेत्यत्र तु वातः करणमिति 
प्रतिषेधाभावः 
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there is no logical link between this latter word and the nirvana, “wind- 
still,” of Panini; and since it is not probable that he would have passed 
over in silence that sense of the word which finally became its only 
sense, I hold that this sense did’ not yet exist in his time; in other 
words, that his silence affords a strong probability of his having preced- 
ed the origin of the Buddhistie creed. 


DATE AND EARLY HISTORY OF THE MAHABASHYA. 


The task T had proposed to myself would now seem to have reached 
its natural elose for the present; yet if, after this brief and imperfect 
attempt to do justice to one of the most difficult questions of Sanskrit 
literature, T were now to take leave of Panini, even temporarily, with- 
out devoting a special word to Patanjali, T should fail in gratitude to 
this great teacher, who has supplied us with nearly all the materials 
for this discussion and its results. 


PROFESSOR MULLER HOLDS THAT IT IS IMPOSSIBLE TO DETERMINE 
THE DATE OF THE MAHABHASHYA; BUT PATANJALI HIMSELF 
STATES WHEN HE DID NOT LIVE AND WHEN HE DID. 


“At what time," says Professor Müller, ° “the Mahábháshya was 
first composed, it is impossible to say. Patanjali, the author of the 
Great Commentary, is sometimes identified with Pingala; and on this 
view, as Pingala is called the younger brother, or at least the descen- 
dant of Panini, it might be supposed that the original composition of 
the Mahábhashya belonged to the third century. But the identity of 
Pingala and Patanjali is far from probable, andit would be rash to use 
it as a foundation for other calculations.” 

This is the only date, the fixing of which is called “impossible,” in 
Miiller’s Ancient Sanskrit Literature; and as it has hitherso been my 
fate to differ from this work in all its chronological views, Iseem mere- 
ly to follow a predestined necessity in looking upon the date of Patan- 
jali as the only one which I should venture to determine with anything 
like certainty. 

[ do so, because Patanjali, as if foreseeing the conjeetural date 
which some future Pandit would attach to his life, or the doubt that 
might lift him out of all historical reach, once took the opportunity of 
statinga period before which we must not imagine him to have lived, 
while on another occasion he mentions the time when he actually 


did live. 
PATANJALI SPEAKS OF THE MAURYAS AS A PAST DYNASTY. 


“If a thing," says Panini, serves for a livelihood, but is not for sale" 
(it has not the affix ka). "Thisrule Patanjali illustrates with the words 
“Siva, Skanda, Visikha,” meaning the idols that represent these divi- 
nities and at the same time give a living to the men who possess them, 


En ‘Ancient Sanskrit Literature, p. 244, > a 
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4 


— while they are not forsale. And, IY o he asks. d The Mauryas 
wanted gold, and therefore established religious festivities. Good ; 
(Pánini's rule) may apply to such (idols as they sold); but as to idols 
which are hawked about (by common people) for the sake of such wor- 
ship as brings an immediate profit, their names will have the affix 
Ira. 266 

Whether or not this interesting bit of history was given by Patan- 
jali ironically, to show that even affixes are the obedient servants of 
kings, and must vanish before the idols which they sell, because they 
do not take the money at the same time that the bargain is made—as 
poor people do,—I know not. But, at all events, he tells us distinctly 
by these words that he did not live before the first king of the Maurya 
dynasty who was Chandragupta, and who lived 315 B.C. Aud I believe, 
too,if we are to give a natural interpretation to his w ords, that he 
tells us, on the contrary, that he lived after the last pun of this 
dynasty, or in other words later than 180 before Ohrist. iut, he has 
even been good enough to relieve us from a possibility of this doubt 
when commenting on another rule of Panini, or rather on a criticism 
attached to it by Kátyáyana. 


PATANJALI MENTIONS THAT AYODHYA AND THE MADHYAMIKAS 
WERE BESIEGED BY THE YAVANA, AND THAT THESE EVENTS 
TOOK PLACE WHEN HE LIVED. 


In Sûtra III.2, 111, Panini teaches that the imperfect must be 
used, when the speaker relates a past fact belonging to a time which 
precedes the present day. Kátyáyana improves on this rule by observ- 
ing that it is used, too, when the fact related is out of sight, notorious, 
but could be seen by the person who uses the verb. And Patanjali 
again appends to this Varttika the following instances and remark : 
«The Yavana besieged (imperfect) i Ayodhya ; the Yavana besieged (im- 
perfect) the Mádhyamikas. Why does Kátyáyana say, ‘out of sight?’ 
(because in such an instance as) ‘the sun rose’ (the verb must be in the 
aorist). Why ‘notorious?’ (because in such an instance as) ‘Devadatta 
made a mat’ (the verb must be in the preterit). Why does he say : ‘but 


२७ ९. 3, 00: जीविकार्थ चापण्ये. Patanjali: ग्रपण्य इत्युच्यते तत्रेदं न सिध्यति । शिवः 
स्कन्दो विशाल इति । कि', कारणम्‌ । AAR रण्याथि भिरञ्चाः प्रकल्पिताः । भवेत्‌ । तासु न 
स्यात्‌ । यास्तवेताः संम्रतिपूजार्थाः । तासु AAAA. Kaiyyata: यास्त्वेता इति । याः परिगृह्य 
गरृहादूगृहमटन्ति तास्तित्यर्थः । यास्तु विक्रीयन्ते तासु न भवति। शिवकान्तिक्रीणीत इति, 
Nágojibhatta : मोर्या विक्रेतु' प्रतिमाशिल्पवन्तस्तैर्चाः कल्पिताः(15. 851 : मोयोः विक्रीतु 
प्रतिमाशित्पचंतस्तै ०० sic; MS. 1209: Hat: विक्रेतुः प्रतिमां शिल्पवांतस्तै०० sic) विक्रेतुः 
मिति शेषोऽतस्तासां पण्यत्वात्तत्र प्रत्ययश्रवणग्रसङ्ग इति भावः । तत्र प्रत्ययश्रवणसिष्टमेवेति 
वदन्सूत्रस्यादाहरणं दशयति । भवेदित्यादि । यास्त्वेता इति च। संप्रतिपूजार्थाः । संप्रतिस्व- 
निर्माणसमक्रालमेव फलजनिका या(:)पूजा जीविकाप्रद्त्वेन तदर्था इत्र्थस्तदाह । याः परिः 
गृहो ति । यास्तु ग्रहे पूज्यन्ते शिष्टैस्तासु शिवाभेदबुद्धेः सत्वेन सादश्यबुद्धयभावेन प्रतययस्येवा 
ara: | एवं चित्रष्वपि द्रष्टव्यम्‌. 
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when the fact could be seen by the person who uses the verb ?' (because 
in such an instance as) ‘According toa legend Vasudeva killed Kansa’ 
(the verb must likewise be in the preterit).*5" 

Hence he plainly informs us, and this is acknowledged also by 
Nágojibhatta, that he lived at the time—though he was not on the 
spot—when “the Yavana besieged Ayodhya,” and at the time when 
“the Yavana besieged the Madhyamikas.” For the very contrast which 
he marks between these and the other instances proves that he in- 
tended practically to impress his contemporaries with a^proper use of 
the imperfect tense. 


PROFESSOR MULLER HOLDS THAT BUDDHA'S DEATH TOOK PLACE 477 B.C. 


Now, the Mádhyamikas are the well-known Buddhistic sect 
which was founded by Nágárjuna.*?? But here, it would seem, that 
at this early stage we are already at a chronological stand-still. 
For the Northern Buddhists say that Nagarjuna lived 400, and the 
Southern Buddhists that he lived 500, years after Buddha’s death. And 
again, while we believed that the researches of that admirable work of 
Professor Lassen had finally settled this latter date, and “for a last 
time,”— while we believed, in other words that it was 543 before Christ, 
Professor Miller seizes and shakes it once more and makes Buddha die 
477 before Christ. Were I to agree with the opinion which he has 
elsewhere expressed, *?* that “in the history of Indian literature, dates 
are mostly so precarious, that a confirmation, even within a century or 
two, is not to be despised,” [should be out of all my difficulties. For 


2" ग], 2, 111: अनद्यतने AE.—Katydyana: WU च लोकविज्ञाते प्रयोक्तुदंशनविषये, 
—Patanjali: परोक्षे च लाकविज्ञाते MÅNA लङ वक्तव्यः | अ्रुणद्यवनः साके- 
bd ^ 
तम्‌ । श्ररुणद्यवना माध्यमिकान्‌ ॥ परोक्ष इति किमर्थम्‌ । उदगादादित्यः | लोकविज्ञात इति 
किमर्थम्‌ । चकार कटं देवदत्तः ॥ प्रयोक्तुरेशेनविपय इति किमर्थम्‌ । जधान कंसं किल वासुदेवः. 
H द्‌ क्तु 
—Kaiyyata: परीक्षे चेति । अननुभूतत्वात्परोक्षोअपि प्रत्यक्षयाग्यतामात्राश्रयेण दर्शनविषय इति 
frtraraa:.—Nagojibhatta on these instances of Patanjali: भाष्ये जघानेति किम्‌ | स 
बधो हि नेदानी न्तनप्रयोकतुदैशनयोग्योऽपीत्यर्थः | भ्ररुणदित्युदाहरणे तु तुल्यकालः प्रव(ते)त (इ) ति 
ध्यम्‌,— That these instances concern the moment at which Patanjali wrote them, 
बोध्यम्‌. 
is therefore certain, beyond all doubt. But we obtain ab the same time an insight 
into the critical condition of the later commentaries on Panini, when we find, for 
instance, that the Kásiká copies these instances, but without saying that they 
belong to Patanjali, The same is the case in tlie present edition of Panini. On 
account of the importance of this passage of the Mahábháshya, I will remind the 
reader that it is contained in the MS. E.LH. No, 330, the only one I could consult, 
‘The two MSS. of the Kásikà in the library of the E.LH. have instead of माध्यमिकान्‌, 


a word मध्यमिकाम; but since the latter is not only meaningless, but grammatically 


wrong, there can be no doubt that the reading of the MS. 330 is the only correct 
] 


one, ee 
xe Seo Burnouf's Introduction a l'histoire due Buddhism Indien, vol. 1., p. 359: 


Lassen's Indische Alterthumskunde, vol. II. p. 1103 and the quotations there, 
२०५ Ancient Sanskrit Literature, p. 243. 
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since the difference stated as regards the life of Nagarjuna would not 
amount to more than 166 years, it would fall within the allotted space, 
But I am not so easily satisfied. Dates in Sanskrit literature, as any- 
where else, are either no dates at all—and then they are not so much 
as precarious—or they ave dates, and then we must look closely at 
them. f 

"The doubts which Prof. Müller has expressed in reference to the 
assumed date of Buddha's death, viz., 543 B.C., are by no means mere 
vague and personal doubts. On the contrary, they are embodied in an 
elaborate discussion, which not only proves a conscientious research, 
but is extremely valuable on account of the opportunity it gives of 
surveying the real difficulties of the question, and of forming one's own 
opinion, with greater safety and ease: and, whether dissenting from 
him or not, one is happy to deal with his arguments 


OBJECTIONS, TO HIS ARGUMENTS. 


My objection to them may be summed up in the commencing and 
the closing words of his own investigation. 

* [t has been usual,” he says in his Ancient Sanskrit Literature 
(p. 264), * to prefer the chronology of Ceylon, which places Buddha’s 
death in 543 B.C. But the principal argument in favour of this date is 
extremely weak. It is said that the fact of the Ceylonese era being 
used as an era for practical purposes speaks in favour of its correctness. 
This may be true with regard to the times after the reign of Asoka. In 
historical times, any era, however fabulous its beginning, will be 
practically useful; but no conclusion can be drawn from this, its later 
use, as to the correctness of its beginning. Asa conventional era, that 
of Ceylon may be retained, but until new evidence can be brought 
forward to substantiate the authenticity of the early history of 
Buddhism, as told by the Ceylonese priests, it would be rash to use the 
dates of the Southen Buddhists as a corrective standard for those of the 
Northern Buddhists or of the Brahmans.” 

And, towards the close of his inquiry, he expresses himself thus 
(p. 298):—“At the time of Asoka’s inauguration, 218 years had elapsed 
since the conventional date of the death of Buddha. Fence if we 
translate the language of Buddhist chronology into that of Greek 
chronology, Buddha was really supposed to have died 477 B.C. and not 
543 B.C. Again, at the time of Chandragupta’s accession, 162 years were 
believed to have elapsed since the conventional date of Buddha's death. 
Hence Buddha was supposed to have died 215-- 162—477 1.0.” 

In quoting these two passages, I show at once that Professor 
Muller attaches no faith to the tradition which concerns the date of 
Buddha’s death, but that he attaches faith to that which places Asoka 
218, and Chandragupta 162, years after that event. But 11 tradition is 
to be believed in one portion of the history connected with the rise and 
progress of the Buddhist faith, why not in another, and in all? The 
Ponente aro gol Jor the one aso wil quay 0000 to à 

2 BES. a rong in fixing Buddha’s death at 543 B:C., we 


must also reject it when giving the dates 162 and 218, and the sum total 


will then bave no quantities out of which it can be produced. And this 
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objection would seem to derive additional force from the very words of 
Professor Muller just quoted ; for lie says himself that the argument in 
favour of the date 543 B.C., so far as it is founded on the practical use 
made of this date, “may be true with rogard to the times after the reign 
of Asoka.” But 218 aller Buddha’s death, is the date of Asoka himself, 
and 162 that of Chandragupta, who preceded that king. Both, conse- 
quently, would, in Professor Miiller’s opinion, deserve the same amount 
of helief as the date of Buddha’s death itself 


PROFESSOR LASSEN HOLDS THAT BUDDHA'S DEATH TOOK PLACE 548 5.0. 


The grounds on which Professor Müller differs from Professor 
Lassen have been fully discussed by him, as, already observed ; but 
88 the essentials of this discussion lie in a nutshell, they admit of being 
here stated in reference to the question which actually concerns us. 

Both scholars assume— and so long as Greek chronology deserves any 

credit at all, they do so, I hold, without the possibility of a contradic- 
tion—that Ohandragupta, who is Sandrocotus, reigned 315 B.C. Bud- 
dhistic tradition, however, says that he lived 162 years after Buddha's 
death, which means that if this event took place 543 B.C., he reigned 
381 B.C. But since 315 must be right, and 381 must be wrong, either 
Buddha's death occurred 477 v.c, or Chandragupta lived 66 years later 
than Hindu tradition allows him to live, viz, 228 years after 543 5.0. 
Lassen decides in favour of the latter alternative, no doubt, by saying 
to himself that since there isan error of 66 years, it was more likely 
committed by tradition in remembering the duration of the reign of - 
kings who preceded Chandragupta, than in recording an event that was 
engrossing the national mind, and much more important to the national 
feeling and interest than an exact chronicle of by-gone, and some 
of them insignificant, kings. Müller prefers the precise tradition of 102 
years, and theréfore arrives at 477 B c. as the date of Buddha's death. 

Let us return, after this statement, to the events which Patanjali 
tells us occurred in his time, and confront them with the opinions of 
the two scholars named. 

If Nágárjuna lived 400. years after Buddha’s death, his date, accord- 
ing to Professor Lassen's conclusions, would be 143,—or, if he lived 
500 years after this event, 43 years B.C. Again, his date, according to 
Professor Miiller’s conclusions, would be 77 B.C., or 23 after Christ. 
But I must mention, too, that Professor Lassen, on the ground occupied 
by him, supposes a further mistake of 66 yearsin the tradition which 
places Nagarjuna 500 years after Buddha’s death, and that he thus 
also advocates the date of the founder of the Madh yamikas as 23 years 
after Christ.27° Now, since the sect which was founded by Nagarjuna 
existed not only simultaneously with, but after, him, that event which 
was contemporaneous with Patanjali and the Madhyamikas, " the aU 
of Ayodhya by the Yavana" must have occurried vithin or below thé 
circle of these dates. The latter alternative, however, is again checked 
by the date of Abhimanyu, who reigned about 60 years after eee 
for we know from the chronicle of Kashmir that he introduced ae his 
country the Commentary of Patanjali, which must consequently have |, 


been in existence during his reign. 
2° Indische Alterthumskunde, vol. IT, p. 412, 418, 
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Inother words, the extreme points within which this historical 
event must have fallen, are the years 143 before, and 60 after Ohrist ; 
andas in the time of Abhimanyu, the Great Oommentary had already 
suffered much, according to the report of RAjatarangini, it is necessary 
to limit even the latter date by, at least, several years. 

Yet the word * Yavana " carries with it another corrective of this 
uncertainty. According to the researches of Professor Lassen it is 
impossible to doubt that within this period, viz, between 143 before 
and 60 after Christ, this word Yavana can only apply to the Greco- 
Indian kings, nine of whom reigned from 160 to 85 mc.?'! And if we 
examine the exploits of these kings, we find that there is but one of 
whom it can be assumed that he, in his conquests of Indian territory, 
came as far as Ayodhya. It is Menandros, of whom so early a writer 
as Strabo reports that be extended his conquests as far as the Jumna 
river, and of whom one coin has actually been found at Mathurá. He 
reigned, according to Lassen’s researches, more than twenty years, 
from about 144 B.c.777 


THE EVENTS ALLUDED TO BY PATANJALI MUST HAVE FALLEN WITHIN 
THE YEARS 140 AND 120 3.0.; AND THIS MUST BE THEREFORE 
\THE DATE OF THE MAHABHASHYA. 


If then this inference be correct, Patanjali must have written his 

commentary on the Varttika to Panini III. 2, 111, between 140 and 

- 120 B.c.; and this is the only datein the ancient literature of India 
which, in my belief, rests on more than mere hypothesis. 


PROFESSOR LASSEN'S VIEW 18 THUS CONFIRMED BY THE MAHABHASHYA. 


But it has also the merit of giving that“ new evidence" which 
Professor Müller requires for a corroboration of the chronology of Cey- 
lon. For none of the fluctuating dates I have mentioned will allow us 
to look upon Menandros and the Mádhyamikas as contemporaries, ex- 
cept the date 143, which was the extreme limit of the date of Nâgâr- 
juna’s life. And since, on the basis of tradition, this date again becomes 
impossible,— unless we claim amongst those alleged, 543 for the time of 
Buddha’s death, and 400 years for the succession of Nágárjuna, — Patan- 
jalis Great Commentary becomes invaluable also in this respect, and 
more especially to those who are concerned in Buddhist chronology. 


THE NAME OF PATANJALIS MOTHER 18 GONIKA ; HIS BIRTHPLACE 
IS GONARDA. 


01 the lineage of Patanjali all the knowledge I possess is that 
the name of his mother was Gomiká.*"* Jt occurs in the last words 


?1 Ibid, vol. II., p. 322. 
™ Ibid, vol. IT, p. 328. 


= Patanjali after quoting the Kárikás to I. 4,51 gives his own opinion, and 

concludes with these words (MS. E.LH. No. 171) उभयधा गोयिकापत्रः.--प१४णॉ- 
> 

phatta : गोणिकापुत्रो भाष्यकार इत्याहुः (thus MS. E. T. H. 349 ; tho MS, 1208 गौणिकापु०). 
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of Patanjali on a Káriká to Panini. Of more importance, however, is 
the information he gives us of his having resided -temporarily in Kash- 
mir, * for this circumstance throws some light on the interest which 
certain kings of this country took in the preservation of the Great 


Commentary. 


HE BELONGS TO THE WAST OF INDIA, AND TO THE EASTERN 
GRAMMARIANS. 


His birthplace must have been situated in the East of India, for 
he calls himself Gonardiya ;*?? and this word is given by the Kasika in 
order to exemplify names of places in the East. Patanjali’s birthplace 
had therefore the name of Gonarda.*’® But that he is one of the eastern 
grammarians is borne out also by other evidence. Kaiyyata calls him 
on several occasions Achdryadésiya.2"* Tf we interpreted this word 


TT, 2, 114: विभाषा MESI. Patanjali: किमुदाहरणम्‌ | अभिजानासि देवदत्त 
कश्मीरेषु वत्स्यामः । तत्र सक्तन्पास्यामः। अभिजानासि देवदत्त कश्मीरानगच्छाम। तत्र सक्तन- 
पिबाम । भवेत्‌ । पर्य परमाकाड'क्षतीति साकाड'क्षं स्यात्‌ | परं ठु कथं साकाङचम्‌ | AT 
WEISS | भ्रस्त्यस्मिज्ञाकाडनतेत्यतः ARETA —Kátyâyana ; विभाषा साकाङचे सर्वेत्र.-- 
Patanjali: विभाषा साकाङच्े सवत्रति वक्तव्यम्‌ । क्क सर्वत्र | यदि चायदि च ॥ यदि तावत्‌ । 
अभिजानासि देवदत्त यर+शमीरान्गमिप्यामः | यत्कश्मीरानगच्छाम । यत्तत्रादनं भोक्ष्यामहे | 
यत्तत्रादनमभुन्ज्महि ॥ अयदि । भग्रभिजानासि देवदत्त कश्मीरान्गमिष्यामः | कश्मीरानगच्छाम । 
तत्रौदनं भोक्ष्यामहे । तत्रोदनमभुञ्ञ्महि ॥ 

Patanjali to I. 1, 21, v. 2 (of ihe Calcutta edition; p. 412 ed. Ballantyne) 
गोनर्दीयस्त्वाह ete.—Kaiyyata : भाष्यकारस्त्वाह ote. Nágojibhatta: गोनदीयपदं व्याचष्टे | 
भाष्यकार इति.—1 is on this authority that the word Gonardiya has found a place 
amongst the epitheis of Patanjali in Hemachandra's Glossary. 

7s? The Kásiká to I. 1, 75: uS प्राचाँ देशे, gives the instances : पुणीपचनीयः | 
गोनर्दीयः । भोजकटीयः | गोनरीयः (thus NC E. 1. H. 2440; the Ms. 829, which is gener- 


ally more incorrect than the former, has the plurals instead of the singulars : et). 
p. 481) assumes a connection 


Professor Lassen (Indische Alterthumskunde, vol. 11., 
hetween Gonardiya and Gonarda, the name of a king of Kashmir; but I believe that 
my explanation is supported by the whole evidence combined. 

27 For instance, Patanjali to VI. 1, 158, v. 1 (of the Calcutta edition) writes : 
यदि पनरयमधिकारा विज्ञायेत ete; and Kaiyyata introduces his comment on these 


words with आचायदेशीय आह यदि पनरिति andsoon, ina similar manner, on other 
oeeasions. An instance, however, whieh will better bear out my conclusion, is 
afforded by the combined Várttiká-Káriká of Kátyáyana (see note 114), and the com- 
After the words of the Sütra, Patanjali says feet परिमाण 
वर्तते । एवं a@ सिद्धे सति यत्परिमाणग्रहणं करोति तज्ज्ञा- 


- then follws the first Varttika (or first 


शेष्यान्निदेश > 
üriká of Kátyáyana): डावतावर्थ वैशेष्यानिदेशः पृथगुच्यते, which again 


mentaries to V. 2, 89. 
इच्युच्यते । न प्रमाण इति 


पयत्याचाय: | 
portion of the K 
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according to Panini’s rules V 3, 67 and 68, it would mean * an unaccom- 
plished teacher ;" but as there is not the slightest reason for assuming 
that Kaiyyata intended any irony or blame when he applied this epithet 
to Patanjali, itis necessary to render the word by the teacher who 
belongs to the country of the Achárya." Now, since Kaiyyata also dis- 
tinctly contrasts @chdrya, as the author of the Várttikas, with dehdrya- 
désiya, the latter epithet can only imply that Patanjali was a country- 
man of Kátváyana. Kátyáyana, however, as Professor Weber hag 
shown by very good arguments, is one of the eastern school; Kaiy vata, 
therefore, must have looked upon Patanjali also as belonging to it 

Another proof is afforded by a passage in the comment of Bhatto- 
jidikshita on the Phitsütras which I have quoted above.?"^ For when 
this erammarian tells us that the eastern grammarians attribute the 
accent in question of saha to Pánini's rule VI. 3, 8, we find that it is 
Patanjali himself who gives us this information and without any intima- 
tion of his having obtained it from other authorities. 


BHARTRIHARIS ACCOUNT OF THE EARLY HISTORY 
OF THE MAHABHASHYA. 


I conclude these few remarks on our great teacher with an account 
which Bhartrihari gives of the early history of the Mahábháshya. It is 
of considerable interest, inasmuch as we learn from it that there was a 
party of grammarians who preferred to it the Sangra ha (of Vy&di , and 
still more so, as it informs us, that'Patanjali's Commentary was founded 
on this great grammatical work of the relative of Panini. The passage 
in question occurs at the end of the second chapter of Bhartrihari’s 
Vályapadiya, and, in reference to the word Bhashya, which immediately 
precedes it, makes the following statement 


is followed by the further comment of Patanjali. Tn reference to this passage, Kaiy- 
yata, expresses himself in this way : किमर्थमिति l प्रमाणपरिसाणशब्दयोरेकाथत्व॑ सत्वाप्रश्न 
न प्रमाण इति ada इति । काक्का ननः प्रयोगाद्वतेत पवेत्यर्थः। अथवानेकार्थत्वान्निपातनानां 
AMET नशब्द वतैते | श्राचायदेशीय आह । एवं तहीति । आचाये आह डातांविति 
ete. He therefore contrasts tichdrya, who is the author of the Varttika डातावर्थ ; 
with dcháryades?ya, who is Patanjali. 

21 See page 167. 

?*The text of this passage belongs to the MS, No. 954 in the Library of the 
Home Government for India, which in a few days will have ceased to bo the Library 
of the East India Honse, It bears on its outer leaf the corrupt title वाक्यपदीव्याकरण, 


but at the end of its three chapters the words : इति श्रीभठृह रिक्ते वाक्यप्रदी पे... ... 
प्रथममकांडः (sic) द्वितीयं Fisa... तृतीयः कांडः.--1 call it Vakyapadiya, be- 
cause, the MS. in question being very incorrect, I cannot give its reading any pre- 
ference to the reading वाक्यपदीय by which this work is several. times guoted in the 
portion of the Mahábháshya edited by Dr, Ballantyne. For, the identity of both 


results from a comparison I have made between the passages guoted in this highly 
valuable edition and the MS. before me. It is right, however, to mention that the 


second chapter of the work concludes in this MS, in tho following manne»: भतृहरिकृते 
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“ After Patanjali had obtained the aid of [or had come to] gramma- 
rians who had mastered the new Sciences more or less [literally : 
in their full extent and in their abridged form], and after he had 
acquired tbe Sangraha [of Vyádi], he, the Guru, well versed in the 
sacred sciences, connected all the original nyàyas in the Mahabha- 
shya. But when it was discovered that this Commentary could not be 


. fathomed ou account of its depth, and that the minds of those who were 


not quite accomplished floated, as it were, on the surface, in consequence, 
of their levity, those grammariaus who liked dry reasoning, Vaiji, 
Saubhava, and Haryaksha, who were partisans of the Sangraha, cut in 
pieces the book of the Rishi [Patanjali]. That grammatical document ° 
[or manuscript of the Mahábháshya], which was obtained from the 
pupils of Patanjali, then remained for some time preserved in one copy 
only amongst the inhabitants of the Dekhan. Chandra, again, and 
other grammarians, who went after the original of the Bháshya, ob- 
tained this document from Parvata, and converted it into many books 
[that is to say, took many copies of it ], and my Guru, who thoroughly 
knew the ways of logical discussion and his own Darsana, taught me the 
compendium of this grammatical work.” ११० 


वाक्यप्रदीपे द्वितीयं काण्डम्‌ । समाप्ता वाक्यपरदीपका, where the reading वाक्यपरदीपका, 


when corrected to पिका, admits of a sense, but suggests also the conjecture that 


it may be a corruption of वाक्‍यप्रदीपिका. I now transeribe the Passage in question 
literally, in order to show the condition of the MS., and also to enable the reader to 
supply better conjectures than I may haye made ; but some conjectures I have been 
compelled to make in order to impart a meaning to a few very desperate lines. These 
conjectures are added in [ ]. ‘After the words एकरोपेण निर्देशो भाष्य एव aafia: which 
are connected with the subject treated of in the second chapter Bhartrihari continues: 


प्रायेण संक्षपतुचीनच्यविद्यापरिग्रहान्‌ [ प्रायेण संक्षेपतश्च नव्यविद्यापरिग्रहान्‌ ] । संप्राप्य वैयाकर- 
णानू संग्रहे छुपागते [ ary वेयाकरणान्संग्र हे समुपागते |। कृते थ पा पातंजलिना गुरुणा तीर्थ- 
दशिंना [ कृतेऽथ पतंजलिना००]। सब्बेपा न्यायवीजानां महाभाष्ये निबंधने [ निबन्धने | । अल- 
व्याधे गांभायेंदुत्तान इव मौष्ठवान्‌ [ अलब्धगाधे याम्भी यादुत्तान इव सेष्टवात्‌ ] । तस्मिन्नकृत 
बुद्धीनां नेवावास्थितनिश्चयः ] [...नेवावस्थि'] । वेजिसेभवहर्यत्तेः [ चेः] शुप्कतकांनुसारिभिः | 
art निलाविते अंथे [मन्ये] संग्रहप्रतिकंचुकेः [ कैः] । यः पातंजलिशिष्पेभ्या set व्याकरणागमः 
[चः पतञ्जलि शिष्येभ्यो ऽभ्यEटो`]। कालेन दाचि णात्येपु stava [मन्थः] व्यवस्थितः | पर्वतादागम' 
लब्ध्वा भाष्यतीजानुसारिभिः । स नीतो बहुशाखत्वं चंद्राचार्यादिभिः [चन्द्रा] पुनः । न्यायप्रस्था- 
नमागींस्तानभ्यस्य ct [स्वं] च दर्शनम्‌ । प्रणीतो गुरुणास्माक॑ंमयमागमसंग्रहः [प्रणीतो गुरुणास्मा- 
कमय]. The subsequent words, which conclude the second chapter, concern 
the subject-matter of the work, not the history of the Mahábháshya. 

An interesting passage from the Idjatarangini blighted by Dr. Boehtlingh. 

2° This passage will now aid us also in a correct understanding of the interest. 
ing verse from the Rajatarangini, which has been quoted, but blighted, by Dr. 


Boehtlingk in the version he gives of it (vol. IL. p. xv and xvi). This verse reads 
= rates धादेशं qum 
in the Calcutta edition of the latter work (I. 176); चन्द्राचार्यादिभिलब्धादे : 


दागमम्‌ । प्रवतितं महाभाष्यं CH च व्याकरणं कृतम्‌. Mr. Troyer, in his edition, substitutes 
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BEARING OF THE FOREGOING INVESTIGATION ON THE STUDY 
OF ANCIENT SANSKRIT LITERATURE, 


A perusal of the foregoing pages will probably have raised the 
question in the reader’s mind, why 1 have attached an investigation 
of the place which Panini holds in Sanskrit literature to the text of the 
present ritual work ? 

I will answer this question without reserve. It is because 1 hold 
that an inquiry like this was greatly needed in the present critical 
position of Sanskrit philology ; and that no ancient text, whatever its 
nature, should remain any longer,—much less should come for a first 
time,--before the public without pre-supposing in its readers a full 
knowledge of the literary problems I have here been dealing with. For 
whether my views meet with approval or not, I have, I believe, at least 
shown that the mode in which these problems have hitherto been dis- 
cussed, is neither adequate to the difficulties with which they are beset, 
nor to their bearings on the scientific treatment of the Sanskrit 
language itself. 

No one, indeed, can be more alive than I am myself to the convic- 
tion of how much may be added, in the way of detail, to the facts I 
have adduced ; for, however imperfect my present attempt and my own 
knowledge may be, I still could have largely increased the foregoing 
inquiry with materials taken from the Bráhmana-, Upanishad-, and the 
philosophical literature. I have not done more than allude to the con- 
tents of Panini’s Grammar and I have scarcely hinted at the linguistic 
results which may be derived from a comparison between Katyayana 
and Patanjali, on the one side, and the recent grammactical literature 
(which is represented by the Rasika, the Siddhánta-kaumudí with its 
Praudhamanoramá, and the commentators on the Dhátupátha and the 
artificial poetry), on the other. For my present object was merely to 


for the Jatter words चन्द्रव्याकरणं HAW. Both readings are alike good, for they 
convey the same sense; and the correction लब्ध्वादेश lor लढ्धादेशं, as proposed 
by Dr. Boehtlingk, is no doubt also good. But the double mistake he has com- 


mitted in this single verse consists first in giving to ATMA the sense of ‘coming,’ 
whereas the passage from the Vakyapadiya proves that it must there have the sense 
of “a written document or. manuscript ;" and secondly, in arbitrarily assigning to 
the causal of aq the sense of “introducing " in its European figurative sense, which 


the causal of Haq never has. The verse in question would therefore not mean, as 
Dr. Boehtlingk translates it: “ After the teacher Chandra and others had received 
from him (the King Abhimanyu) the order to come there (or to him), they intro- 
duced the Mahábháshya and composed a grammar of their own"—bub: “ After 
Chandra and the other grammarians had received from him (the King Abhimanyu) 
the order, they established a text of the Mahabhdshya, such as it could be established 
by means of his MS. of this work (literally: they established a Mabábháshyo which 
possessed his—the King's—-grammatical document, or, after they had received from 
him the order and his MS., they established the text of the Mahdbhashya) and 
composed their own grammars.” For we know now that Chandra and the other 
grammarians of King Abhimanyu obtained such an agama or manuscript of the Mahá- 
bháshya from Parvata, and according to the corresponding verse of the Rája- 


tarangini, ib becomes probable that this MS. came into possession of Abhimanyu. 
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convey a sense of the inherent difficulties of the questions T have been 
speaking of, and while tracing the outlines of/my own results, to offer 
80 much evidence as was strictly necessary for supporting them with 
substantial proof. 

Before, however, I add some words on:the practical object I had 
in view in entering upon this investigation, both justice and fairness 
require me to avow that the immediate impulse which led to the 
present attempt was due to Max Miiller’s Ancient Sanskrit Literature. 
So great is my reluctauce to the public discussion of literary questions, 
if such a discussion requires a considerable amount of controversy, and 
80 averse am I to raising an edifice of my own, if, in order to do so, T 
am compelled to damage structures already in existence, that this 
feeling would in all probability have prevented me now, as it has done 
hitherto, irom giving public expression to my views, had it not been for 
the importance 1 attach to Miiller’s work. This work reached me, as 
already mentioned, when the first pages of this Preface were com- 
pleted ; and it was the new material it brought to light, and the sys- 
tematic and finished form by which its author imparted to his theories 
a high degree of plausibility, which induced me to oppose ,to it the facts 
I have here made known and the results I have drawn trom them. 

And, as everyone has his own way of paying compliments, this 
avowal is the compliment which I pay to Professor Miiller’s work. For 
as I myself care but little for blame, and much less for praise, so long as 
T consider that I have fulfilled my duty, I could not but assume that he, 
too, would much prefer, to uninstructive panegyries which anyone 
could inflict on him, such dissent as I have here expressed, as it can only 
lead either to confirmation of the opinions he has advanced, or, by 
correcting them, to an attainment of that scientific truth for which 
both of us are earnestly labouring.**' 

And now I shall speak my mind as to the necessity I felt for 
writing these pages in view of the present critical position of Sanskrit ~ 
philology. 

The study of Sanskrit commenced, not with the beginning but with 
the end of Sanskrit literature. Tt could not have done otherwise, since 
it had to discover, as it were, the rudiments of the language itself, and 
even the most necessary meanings of the most necessary words. We 
have all been thankful—and our gratitude will never suffer through 


forgetfulness—for the great advantage we have derived from an insight 
into the Mahabharata, the Ramayana, the Hitopadesa, the Sakuntala, 
through the labours of those great scholars, Sir William Jones, Schlegel, 
Bopp, and others, who are before the mind's eye of every Sanskritist. 
But the time of pleasure had to give way to a time of more serious 
research. The plays and fables are delightful in themselves, but they 
do not satisfy the great interests of Sanskrit philology. Our attention 
is now engrossed, and rightly so, by the study of grammar, of philosophy, 
and, above all, of that literature of ancient India, which—very vaguely 


asi Almost simultaneously with the last proof sheets I received the second 


iti " * Mii "s “History of Sanskrit Literature." As both editions 
edition Of E aaa aphieal arrangement, and I believe, in their 


i eorr i ir typogr: 
cubinely dorrespond 2 egies de from the first edition, will be found on the 


contents also, the quotations here ma 
same pages of the second. 
24 
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and, in some respects, wrongly, but at all events conveniently-—goes by 
the name of the Vaidik literature. With the commencement of that 
study we always associate in our minds such great names as those of a 
Colebrooke, a Wilson, a Burnout, a Lassen, the courageous and ingenious 
pioneers who opened the path on which we are now travelling with 
greater safety and ease. 


IMPORTANCE OF THE HINDU COMMENTARIES, 


But whence was it that they were able to unfold to us the first 
secrets of ancient Hindu religion, of ancient Hindu philosophy and 
scientific research? It was through the aid of the commentaries, in 
the first rank of which stands that of Patanjali; in the second the works 
of those master minds, the most prominent of whom are Sankara and 
Madhava-Siyava. Without the vast information these commentators 
have disclosed to us,— without their method of explaining the obscurest 
texts,—in one word, without their scholarship, we should still stand at 
the outer doors of Hindu antiquity. 


THE GRAMMATICAL ELEMENT IN THESE COMMENTARIES, 
THE TRADITIONAL ELEMENT IN THEM. 


But to understand the value of these great commentators and 
exegetes, we must bear in mind the two essentials which have given 
them the vast influence which they have acquired. The first is the 
traditional, and the second the grammatical, element that pervades 
their works. 

The whole religious life of ancient ‘India is based on tradition. 
Sruti, or Veda, was revealed to the Rishis of the Vaidik hymns. Next 
to it comes Smriti, or tradition, which is based on the revealed texts, 
* and which is authoritative only in so far as it is in accordance with 
them. Hence a commentator like Mádhava-Sáyana, for instance, 
considered it as incumbent on him to prove that he had not merely 
mastered the Vaidik texts, but the Mimánsá also, one portion of which 
is devoted to this question of the relation between Sruti and Smriti- 
works. [tis known that he is one of the principal writers on the 
Mimáns& philosophy. Without tradition, the whole religious develop- 
ment of India would be a shadow without reality, a phantom too vague 
to be grasped by the mind. "Tradition tells us;through the voice of the 
commentators, who re-echo the voice of their ancestors, how the nation, 
from immemorial times, understood the sacred “texts, what inferences 
they drew from them, what influence they allowed them to exercise on 
their religious, philosophical, ethical,—in a word, on their national, 
development. And this is the real, the practical, and therefore the 
truly scientific interest they have for us; for all other interest is 
founded on theories devoid of substance and proof, is imaginary and 
phantastical. 

: But it would be utterly erroneous to assume that a scholar 
like Sáyana, or even a copy of him, like Mahidhara, contented him- 
ner with pene He mouth-piece of his predecessors or ancestors. 

y not only record the sense of the Vaidik texts and the sense 
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of the words of which these texts consist, but they endeavour to show 
| that the interpretations which they give are consistent with the 
grammatical requirements of the language itself. And this proof, 
which they give whenever there is the slightest necessity for it— 
and in the beginuing of their exegesis, even when there is no apparent 
necessity for it, merely in order to impress on the reader the basis on 

which they stand,—this proof is the great grammatical element in 

these commentatorial works. 

Iu short, these great Hindu commentators do not merely explain the 
| meanings 01 words, but they justify them, or endeavour to justify them, 
| on the ground of the grammar of PÂNINI, the Vårttikas of KATYAYANA, 
and the Méhabhdshya of PATANJALI. 

Let us recall, then, the position we have vindicated for Panini and 
Katyayana in the ancient literature, and consider how far this ground is 
solid ground, and how far, and when, we may feel justified in attaching 
a doubt to the decisions of so great a scholar as Sáyana. 

We have seen that within the whole range of Sanskrit literature, 
So far as it.is known to us, only the Samhitas of the Rig-Sima-and 
Black-Yajurveda, and among individual authors, only the exegete Yáska 
preceded Pánini,--that the whole bulk of the remaining known litera- 
ture is posterior to his eight grammatical books. We have Seen, 
moreover, that Kátyáyaua knew the Vájasaneyi-Samhità and the 
Satapatha-bráhmana, and that, in consequence, we may assign to him, 
without fear of contradiction, a knowledge of the principal other 
Brahmanas known to us, and probably of the Atharvaveda also. 

Such being the case, we must then conclude that Sàyana was right 
in assenting to Patanjali, who, throughout his Introduction to Pánini, 
| shows that Panini’s Grammar was written in strict reference to the 
| Vaidik Samhitás, which, as I may now contend, were the three principal 
Samhitas. He is right, too, in appealing, wherever there is need, to 
the Varttikas of Kátyáyana; for the latter endorses the rules of Panini 
| when he does not criticise them, and completes them wherever he thinks 
| that Panini has omitted to notice a fact. And since we have found that 
the Rik-Prátisiklya fulfils the same object as these Varttikas, viz, that 
of completing the rules of Panini, and that Kátyáyaua's Pratisakhya, 
which is later than that attributed to Saunaka preceded his own 
Várttikas, we must grant, too, that he was right in availing himself of 
the assistance of those works, all of which ave prior to the Varttikas of 
Kütyáyana. alan 

Phat analogous conclusions apply to the Ishtis 01 Patanjali and to 
the Phitsütras of Santana is obvious. 


| The chronological position of the Grammatical Works is the only critical basis 


e Ci e "ies. 
for judging of the correctness of the Commentarie 


But it is from the chronological position in which > Ss Sd 
to one another that we may feel justified in 0 y कक 
\ decisions of Sàyana. Without a knowledge of it, or त j या 
serious and conscientious attempt at obtaining ib E M. 
Sáyana lay themselves open to the reproach of mere ar d 
supertliciality. 
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For, 11 the results here maintained be adopted, good and substantial 
reasons—which, however, would lirst have to be proved- might allow 
us to doubt the correctness of a decision of Sáyana : il, for instance, he 
rejected an interpretation of a word that would follow from a rule of 
Panini, on the sole ground that Kàtyáyana did not agree with Panini; 
or, if he interpreted a word merely on the basis ofa Varttika of Kåt- 
ydyana, we might fairly question his decision, if we saw reason to apply 
to the case a rule of Panini, perhaps not criticised by Kátyáyana, 
Again, if we had substantial reasons for doing so, we might oppose our 
views to those of Sáyana when he justified a meaning by the aid of the 
Phitsütras alone, though these Sütras may be at variance with Panini, 
for we should say that these Sütras, “when compared to Panini, are as 
if they were made to-day." 

In short, the greater the distance becomes betweena Veda and 
the grammarian who appended to it his notes, the more we shall 
have a plausible ground for looking forward, in preference to 
him, to that grammarian who stood nearer to the fountain head. 
Even Pánini would cease to be our ultimate refuge, if we found Yaska 
opposed to-him; and Gárgya, Sakalya, Sákatáyana, or the other 
predecessors of Panini, would deserve more serious consideration 
than bimseli,-if we were able to see that they maintained a sense of a 
Vaidik word which is differently rendered by him. 

This is the critical process to which I hold that the commentaries 
of Sdyana may be subjected, should it be deemed necessary to differ 
from them. 

These remarks apply, of course, only to the Samhitas which pre- 
ceded Pánini ; for, as to theliterature which was posterior to him, Kát- 
yáyana becomes necessarily our first exegetic authority, and after him 
comes Patanjali. I need not go further, for I have sufficiently explained 
the method I advocate, and the exception I take to that dogmatical 
schooling of these ancient authorities, which, so far from taking the 
trouble of conscientiously ascertaining their relative chronological 
position in the literature merely exhibits, at every step, itsown want 
of scholarship. 


THE PRESENT CRITICAL POSITION OF SANSKRIT PHILOLOGY. 


THE SANSKRIT WORTERBUOH PUBLISHED BY THE RUSSIAN 
IMPERIAL ACADEMY. 


1 must now, though reluctantly, take a glance at the mauner in 
which the Vaidik texts, more especially their ground work, the Samhitás, 
nay, how the whole Sanskrit literature itself, is dealt with by those 
who profess to be our teachers and our authorities. And still more 
reluctantly must I advert to one work especially, which, above all 
others, has set itself up as our teacher and authority—the great Sanskrit 
Dictionary published by the Russian Imperial Academy. 3 

The principles on which this work deals with the Vaidik texts is 
expressed by Professor Roth in his preface to it, in the following 
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words: “Therefore we do not believe, as H. H. Wilson does,?*? that 
Sájana better understood the expressions of the Veda than any 
European exegete, and that we have nothing to do ‘but repeat what 
he says; on the contrary, we believe that a conscientious European 
exegete may understand the Veda much more correctly and better 
than Sájana. We do not consider it the [our] immediate purpose 
to obtain that understanding of the Veda which was current in India 
some centuries ago, *** but we search for the meaning:which the poets 
themselves gave to their songs and phrases. We consequently hold that 
the writings of Sájana and of the other commentators must not be an 
authority to the exegete, but merely one of the means of which he has 
to avail himself in the accomplishment of his task, which certainly 
is difficult, and not to be effected ata first attempt, nor by a single 
individual. On this account we ,have much regretted that the 
meritorious edition of the commentary on the Rigveda, by Müller, is 
not yet more advanced.* 55 
“We have, therefore, endeavoured to'take the road which is pre- 
scribed by philology : to elicit the seuse of the text by putting together 
all the passages which are kindred either in regard to their words or 
their sense; a road which is slow and tedious, and which, indeed, has 
uot been trodden before, either by the commentators or the translators. 
Our double lot has, therefore, been that of exegetes as well as lexico- 
graphers. The purely etymological proceeding, as it must be followed 
up by those who endeavour to guess thesense of a word, without having 
before them the ten or twenty other passages in which the same word 
recurs, cannot possibly lead to a correct result."**9 
It would be but common fairness to allow these words of 

Professor Roth to be followed by the entire preface which the lamented 
Professor Wilson has prefixed to“ the second volume of his invaluable 
translation of the Rigveda: the more so, as his views have been 
unscrupulously distorted in the statement here quoted; for though 
his views are supposed to be refuted by this passage, they could not 


2:2 « Sanskrit-Worterbuch herausgegeben von der Kaiserlichen Akademie der 
Wissenschaften, bearbeitet von Otto Boehtlingk und Rudolph Roth." Preface, p. v. 

2:3 Note of Professor Roth : * Rig-Vedá-Sanhitá. A collection of ancient Hindu 
hymns, ete. Translated from the original Sanskrit. By H. H. Wilson. London, 1850, 


I. p. 25.” E 
25! Note of Professor Roth: “ Wilson, a.a. O. II. p. xxiii." But the page quoted by 
Professor Roth does 106 contain one single word in reference to the passage which 16 


apparently intends to bear out. 
Sr. first parbof the Dictionary of Professor Roth and Dr. a ms 
issued in 1852; the first volume, which:is prefaced by the words quoted, in 1855 ; the 
second part of the second yolumejin 1856; the third part of the same volume 
प Müller's first volume of the Rigveda appeared in 1849, the second 


first and 
in 1857. Professor 


in 1854, the third in 1850. k y 
VE reference to this view of Professor Roth, of the relation of the Hindu com- 


mentators to the Vaidik hymns, Professor Weber says. in ge NE der MUS 
schen morzenliudisehen Gesellschaft,” vol. X. p. 575 : ‘Allem was cintia soset 
ist SON wir uns auf das Unbedingtesto and Entschiedenste an ;" ie., * To a 


as been sai i is relation, in the Preface of the Wörterbuch] we (sic., 
that has Gon Bol ag Rane or in that of the whole Dictionary-com- 


incision 
does Professor Weber speak inhi ow [ A r, 
pany ?) assent in the most unconditional and in the most peremptory manner, 
any ? 
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shine brighter, in genuine modesty, in true scholarship, and in thorough 
common sense, than when placed by the side of this passage, which 
I will not qualify but analyze. But asl could not easily quote some 
twenty pages from Professor Wilson’s excellent work, and as I should 
scarcely do justice to the manes of that distinguished man if I did not 
allow him to give his full answer, I must leave it to the reader to obtain 
for himself that contrast to which I here advert. 


Six Dicta and Critical Principles of Professor Roth. 


It, then, we analyze the ideas and principles presented in the 
passage just quoted, they come before us to the following effect :— 

(1) Sáyana gives us ouly that sense of the Veda which was 
current in India some centuries ago. 

(2) Professor Roth is far more able than SAyana and other 
commentators to give us the correct sense of the Veda. 

(3) For, he can put together some ten or twenty passages 
referring to the same word, whereas Sáyana and other commentators 
could not do this, but had to guess its sense. 

(4) He is above confining himself to the purely etymological 
process, which is that of these commentators. 

(5) His object is not to understand the sense 01 the Veda which 
was current in India a few centuries back, but to know the mean- 
ing which the authors of the hymns themselves gave to their songs 
and phrases. 

(6) Professor Roth is a conscientious European exegete. 

Before I give my Várttikas to these six Sütras, which define 
the exegetical position of the Sanskrit Wörterbuch, I must observe 
that I am compelled, by the very nature of this Preface, to leave them 
ina similar position to that occupied by the Preface of Professor 
Roth itself. His Dictionary is the test of the assertions he makes. 
The test of my remarks would be a critical review of his Dictionary. 
Ihereby promise him that my earliest leisure will be devoted to this 
review, especially as my materials foritare not only collected and 
ready, but so abundant as to give me a difficulty of choice. But my 


present answer must, of necessity, deal with his generalities only in 
general terms. 


(1) Siyana or the other commentators give us, he intimates, 
only that sense of the Veda which was current in India some centuries 
ago. 

A bolder statement I defy any scholar to have met with in any 
book. Sayana incessantly refers to Yáska. All his explanations show 
that he stands on the ground of the oldest legends and traditions 
of such traditions, moreover, as have no connection whatever with the 
creed of those sects which represent the degenerated Hindu faith 
in his time; yet Professor Roth ventures to tell the public at large, 
authoritatively and without a particle of evidence, that these legends 
and his version of the Rigveda are but some centuries old. I believe: 
and every learned Hindu will hold with me, that Sáyana would have 
been hooted out of the country where he lived, had he dared to commit 
the imposition implied in this charge, on King Bukka, his lord, oF on 
his countrymen. I hope, however, that Professor Roth will free 
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himself from the reproach expressed by these words, by showing on 
what authority he gives sucha piece of information, which is either 
all important for Europe as well ‘as for India, or places him in the most 
ridiculous position that is conceivable. 

(2) When an author tells us that heisable to do that which 

another author cannot do, we are entitled to infer that he is, at all 
events, thoroughly acquainted with all that this author has done. Iam 
well aware,--I may add through the pleasure of personal remem- 
brances,—that Professor Roth, passed some time at Paris, and some 
little time in London also, when collecting ‘his valuable materials, for his 
edition of Yáska's Nirukta. Only in London and at Oxford, and, in 
Some small measure, at Paris also, are the materials requisite for 
Studying the Vaidik commentators of Siyana obtainable in Europe. 
Does Professor Roth intimate by the statement above quoted, that 
his stay in these cities enabled him to study and copy, for his lexicogra- 
phical purposes—then not thought of —all the works of Sáyana, or that 
he, at Tiibingen, is in possesion of all those materials, the knowledge 
of which alone could entitle him to claim credit fora statement like 
that which “he has ventured to make? But I need not pause for his 
reply. He regrets, as we have read,"that "the meritorious edition by 
Müller, of S&yana's Commentary wasinot further advanced” when he 
closed the first volume of his Dictionary. Thus, when he began his 
“ exegetical” work, he was only acquainted with the Commentary 
of Sayana as far as the first Ashtaka; and when he wrote these lines, he 
may perhaps have known its continuation up to a portion of the third 
Ashtaka--in other words, no more than a third of Sayana’s whole 
Commentary on the Rigveda ; and yet he ventures to speak of the whole 
Commentary of Sayana, and to say that he can do what S&yana was 
unable to perform? But we almost forget that the words of Professor 
Rotli are by no means restricted to the Rigveda Commentary alone; 
it embraces the commentaries to all the Samhitás. And here Iam 
once more compelled to ask—Does he assert that he knew, when he 
wrote these words, Siyana’s Commentary on the Sámaveda and the 
Taittiriya-Samhitá, or even Sáyanws Commentary on the Satapatha- 
Bráhmana? For surely he would not think of calling that Sáyana's 
Commentary to this Bráhmana, which has been presented to us 
extracted and mangled in Professor Weber's edition of the Satapatha- 
Bráhmana. And yét he has the courage to pass this sweephg 
condemnation on all these gigantic labours of the Hindu mind, while 
ignorant of all but the merest fraction of them ? 

(3) Professor Roth no doubt enjoys a great advantage when 
he can put together some ten or twenty passages for examumng the 
sense ofa word which occurs in them; but I beg to submit that 
there are many instances in which a Vaidik word does not occur 
twenty or ten, nor yet flve or four times, in the Samhitás. How does 
he, then, muster his ten or twenty passages, when, nevertheless, he 
rejects the interpretation of Sáyana ? Tor it would seem that in such 
& case the “guessing” of Sáyana, as he calls it, stands on as good 
ground as his own. But the assurance with which he implies that 
Sáyana was not capable of mustering ten or twenty passages which 
are at the command of Professor Roth, pre-supposes, indeed, in his 
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readers a degree of imbecile credulity which is, no doubt,a happy 
condition of mind for those who rejoice in it, and perhaps that Dest 
fitted for reading assertions like these, but which may not be quite so 
universal as he seems to assume. Madhava-Siyana, one of the pro. 
foundest scholars of India, the exegete of all the three Vedas, as he 
tells us himself,—of the most important Bráhmanas anda Kalpa 
work,—Madhava, the renowned Mimánsist—he, the great grammarian, 
who wrote the learned commentary on the Sanskrit radicals, who shows 
at every step that he has Pánini and Kátyáyana at his fingers’ ends,-— 
Madhava, who, on account of his giga T learning and his deep 
sense of religion, lives in the legends of ndia asan inearnation of 
Siva,- in short, the great Madhava, we are told, had not the proficiency 
of combining in his mind or otherwise those ten or twenty passages of 
his own Veda, which Professor Roth has the powerful advantage 
of bringing together by means of his little memoranda! 

(4) “The purely etymological proceeding," he says, “as it must 
be followed up by those who endeavour to guess the sense of a word, 
cannot possibly lead to a correct result.” 

By these words he compels us to infer, in the first instance, 
that the meanings which Sayana gives to Vaidik words are purely 
etymological; for when he illustrates his statement in a subsequent 
passage, by alleging such instances as“ power, sacrifice, food, wisdom, 
to go, to move,” it is clear that his sweeping assertion cannot be 
considered as merely embracing these six words, which, in his opinion, 
sometimes admit of a modification of sense. Just as he cancels the 
whole spirit of Sfiyana’s commentary, he tells us with the utmost 
assurance that the whole commentary of Siyana is purely etymological. 
There is, I admit. an advantage in boldness ; for if you tell a man while 
gazing on the noon-day sun that he is actually in the darkness of mid- 
night, he may probably prefer to doubt the evidence of his senses rather 

than venture to reject the extraordinary news you bring him. I open 
at random the three quartos of Max Miiller; I look at every page once, 
twice, many times. No doubt Professor Roth must be quite correct, for 
my eyes are blind. But, since [suffer under this sudden disability, I may 
at least be permitted to quote that very page from Wilson’s preface 
to the second volume of his translation which Professor Roth quotes 
above, as if it bore out his statement concerning the “some centuries.” 
x “AS many instances of this elliptical construction," we read there, 

have been given in'the notes of hoth’this and the former volume, a 
few additional instances will here be sufficient :— thus (p. 301, v. 9) we 
bave the ‘ grandson of the waters has; ascended above the crooked-—-- ;' 

the broad and golden--— spread around. What would the European 
scholar do here without the Scholiast? He might, perhaps, suspect that 
the term crooked, curved, or bent, or, as here explained, crooked-going, 
tortuous, might apply to the clouds; but he would hesitate as to what 
he should attach the other epithets to, and the original author alone 
could say with confidence:that_he meant ‘rivers,’ which thenceforward 


became the traditional and'admitted explanation, and is, accordingly. so 
supplied by the Scholiast.” ५ 


Thus, has S&yona stopped at the etymological sense of *erooked- 
going," or of “ gold-coloured ? " 
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But, in the second instance, though Professor Roth, of course, 
possesses all the knowledge which these ignoront Hindu commenta- 
tors were wanting in,he implies by his words, that the meanings he 
creates in overstepping the purely etymological process, nevertheless 
rest on it. Since my reply on this point would have to enter into 
detail, and since T have promised to give much detail in the review 
which will be the commentary on my present remarks, I will merely 
here state that I know of no work which has come before the public 
with such unmeasured pretensions of scholarship and critical ingenuity 
as this Wörterbuch, and which has, at the same time, laid itself open to 
such serious reproaches of the profoundest grammatical ignorance. 
And, as an etymological proceeding without a thorough knowledge of 
grammar is etymological thimblerig, I may at least here prepare the 
reader who takes an interest in such plays, for a performance on the 
most magnificent scale. Or tospeak in plain prose, 1 shall prove to 
Professor Roth by means of those same authorities which I have so 
often impressed on the reader's mind, that his Dictionary has created 
many meanings without the slightest regard to the grammatical pro- 
perties of the word, aud, in consequence, that his Vaidik exegesis 
in all these numerous and important instances has just that worth 
which a Veda revealed by Professor Roth has in comparison with the 
Veda of India. हे 

(5) The object of Professor Roth is “not to obtain that understand- 
ing of the Veda which was current in India a few centuries back, but 
to know the meaning which the poets themselves gave to their songs 


and phrases." 
THE REVELATIONS RECEIVED BY PROFESSOR ROTH IN REGARD 
TO THE RIGVEDA. 


This is unquestionably most important intelligence. Sáyana gives us 
the sense of the Veda, such as it was handed down to him-—not indeed 
ies ago, but from generation to generation immemorial mis 
within this Kaliyuga, I suppose. Nagojibhatta, again, we have seen, 
tells us that in the various destructions of the world, the Rishis received 
new revelations from the divinity, which did not affect the eteme 
sense of the Veda, but merely the order of its words. But now we 


learn, for the first time, that Professor Roth has reeeo a TO 
at Tübingen, which as yet has neither reached the banks o oe I NE 
nor those of the Ganges. Heis going to tell us the Son Mar 
original Rishis gave to their songs and phrases, m a aie Ma 
i ntiquity, which is as much within scientific reach as hee ance 
rane of ‘the world itself. Who will not hail this revelation which 


dispenses with grammar and all that sort of thing, and who will not 


believe in it? 


a few centur 


THE REVELATIONS RECEIVED BY HIM IN REGARD TO THE SAMA- 
AND YAJUR-VEDA. 


Am ye TRCN EE RE yet J have one word more to add in regard to Professsor 


?*' See note 171. 
25 
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Roth's “direct communication with the Hindu divinities.” He does hot 
attach any importance, as he tells us, and abundantly proves, to that 
Veda which isthe foundation of the religious Fo of India; 
for that Veda is the Veda of Siyana, and that Veda, too, which 
alone concerns us uninspired mortals. But even Professor Roth 
himself professes, in another part of his Preface, the greatest 
respect for the native commentaries on theological and ritual books, 
There he emphatically exclaims (p. iv.): “ Indeed, for one of the two 
portions of the Vaidik literature, for the works on theology and the 
rites, we cannot wish for any better guides than these commentators, 
accurate in every respect, who follow their texts word for word, who 
are untiring in repeating everywhere that which they have already said 
whenever there could arise even the appearance of a misunderstanding, 
and who sometimes seem rather to have written for us foreigners than 
for their priestly pupils grown up under these ideas and impressions.” 
How far his work has embodied the conviction expressed in these words 
which could not have been expressed with greater truth, I shall have to 
examine inmy review. But I fear that these eloquent words must 
have escaped his memory in the midst of all the revelations he received, 
On the Rigveda we have already exchanged our views; but not yet on 
the other Vedas, These are avowedly extracted, or * milked,” as the 
Hindus say, from the Rik. That the Sámaveda is entirely taken from it, 
we have proof,*?* and that the metrical part of the Yajus likewise rests 
on a version of it, no one will dispute. But both these Vedas are 
professedly not poetical anthologies. They are purely and simply ritual 
Vedas, and therefore belong—not only from a Hindu, but from an 
European point of view also— to the ritual literature. At the Jyotish- 
toma, for instance, the priest chants, not the Rig-, but the Sáma-veda 
hymns, though the verses are apparently the same in both. At the 
ASwamedha he mutters, not the Rig-, but the Yajur- veda hymns. This 
means that, whatever may have been the “original sense” of such 
Rigveda verses, in their Sáàma- or Yajur- veda arrangement which, in 
numerous instances, has brought Rigveda verses of different hymns or 


books, into a new hymn,—the Sámaveda hymns and the Yajurveda 


hymns have only a value so lar as their immediate object, the sacrifice, 
is concerned. 


Hence even the most transcendental and the most 
inspired critic has nothing to do in these two Vedas with * the sense 
whieh the poets themselves 8ave to their songs and phrases," he has 
simply to deal with that sense which religion or superstition imparted 
to these verses, in order to adapt them to the imaginary effects of 
the sacrifice. As little as it would be our immediate object, when 
assisting at the horse-sacrifice, to ask what is the etymology of 
horse ? or as little as it would be Seasonable to trace the linguistic 
origin of a cannon-ball when it whistles past our ears, just 80 
little have we to impart “ the original sense"—I mean that sense 
revealed to Professor Roth—to the verses of the Sáma- and Yajur- 
veda, even when we are “both exegetes and lexicographers.” And yet 
I shall give abundant proof that, even on these two Vedas, Professor 
Roth has had revelations of a most astounding character. oe 


7 See note 75, 
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(13 H 
s (6) We believe that a conscientious European exegete might 
un erstand much more correctly and thoroughly the sense of the Veda 
than Sáyana." I should encroach on the judgment of the reader, if I 


ventured upon any remarks on this latter statement after what I have 
already said. 


THE TREATMENT OF THE SCIENTIFIC AND CLASSICAL LITERATURE 
IN THE WORTERBUCH, BY DR. BOEHTLINGK. 


lu now adverting to the treatment which the scientific and 
classical literature has received in the Sanskrit Wörterbuch, I need 
only say that this department is in the hands of Dr. Boehtlingk. In 
saying this, I have said everything. After such an expression of 
opinion, it will, of course, be my duty to show, at the earliest opportu- 
nity, that Dr. Boehtlingk is incapable of understanding even easy rules 
of Pánini, much less those of Kátyáyana, and still less is he capable of 
making use of them in the understanding of classical texts. The errors 
in his department of the Dictionary are so numerous and of so peculiar 
a kind—yet, on the whole, so thoroughly in accordance with the 
Specimens I have adduced from his Commentary on Pánini, that it will 
fill every serious Sanskritist with dismay, when he calculates the 
mischievous influence which they must exercise on the study of Sanskrit 
philology. 


THE WORTERBUCH CANCELS AUTHORITATIVELY, AND WITHOUT 
GIVING ANY REASON WHATEVER, ALL THE BASES IN RI, Ri, LRI, ETC. 


On the present occasion, I must confine myself to these prelimi- 
nary remarks, or at best content myself with adverting to one other 
passage in the Preface to the Worterbuch. It runs thus (p. vii): “In 
order to facilitate the finding (of the words) for those who will make 
use of our Dictionary, we have to make the following observation. We 
have banished completely from the verbal roots the vowels ri, ri, and 
Iri, as well as the diphthongs at their end; for ri at the end of nominal 
bases we have substituted ar.” 

Thus the Worterbuch does not give, like the Hindu grammarians, 
a radical kri, but it gives kar; not klrip, but kalp ; not Jri, but jar; not 
pitri, but pitar; not dátri, but dátar, etc. Now, this Dictionary pro- 
[esses to be a Dictionary of the Sanskrit language, not of some imagi- 
nary idiom which may be current at Tübingen or St. Petersburg. One 
would therefore have supposed that the public was entitled to expect 
some reason for these changes,—to know by what scientific considera- 
tions the authors of this work were guided, when they took upon 
themselves the responsibility of thus abolishing the radicals and nominal 
bases taught by Panini and subsequent grammarians. But, in ue 
fullness of its authority, this work does not condescend to meet any 
such demand: it simply cancels whole categories of grar me UEM for m 

e and comprehensiveness. Whether 


and those of the greatest importance H ius 1 
1 am right or amato Dn inferring the arguments which were in the minds of 
g > ~ 
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its writers when they presumed thus dietatorially to impose their 
theories on Sanskrit philology, may be a matter of doubt, but my 
supposition is that this innovation is founded on researches belonging to 
comparative philology. lt cannot rest on mere Sanskritic ground, since 
all the forms they have cancelled really occur as thematic forms in the 
Sanskrit language itself. Thus, to use the same instances: kpi occurs 
in kri-ta, klpip in klrip-ta, pitri in pitri-bhis, dátriin dátri-bhis ; and as 
to jri,—-jirna can only follow from Jri, not from jar. Their reasons, 
founded on comparative grammar, must then be these: that some bases 
in ri are represented in Latin by er and or, and in Greek by ७, "P, and 
op; pitri-, for instance corresponds with Latin pater-, Greek 7 arep-, 
dátri with dator- and 6०770, etc. 


THE OPINION WHICH MUST BE ENTERTAINED OF SUCH A PROCEEDING, 


Now even supposing that such an argument had any weight at all 
in ७ dictionary of the Sanskrit language, the application made of it 
would be incongruous. For though pitar- corresponds with pater-, 
dátar-does not correspond with datór-;its representative would have 
had to assume the form dátár-. The whole theory, therefore, on the 
supposition 1 have made, would practically break down, aud the innova- 
tion would be inconsistent with itself as well as at variance with 
comparative results. 

But can such an argument be at all admissible? Ii a Sanskrit 
Dictionary were concerned, like Professor Bopp’s Comparative 
Grammar, with eliciting from the forms of sister languages the forms of 
that parental language whence they may be supposed to have derived 

their origin, it would be defensible to give the forms of that parental 
language itself. But a Sanskrit Dictionary can have no such aim. Its 
immediate object is the actual language which it has to deal with. It 
must take it such as it is, in its very deviations from the germ whence 
it has sprung. Its function is not -to correct the real historical lan- 
guage, but to record its facts; and in doing so, to collect the materials 
which are to be used as well by the special as by the comparative 
philologer. And in so far as its direct purpose is concerned, this is all 
it has to do. Any observations it may choose to attach to the real 
historical facts may of course be given; but it shows an utter want of 
judgment, to say nothing else, when it presumes to alter the very forms 
of the language itself. 

1 may venture also to add a few other observations on the forms 
thus cancelled in this “conscientious” Sanskrit Wörterbuch. It is 
known that many Sanskrit bases, and amongst them the bases in ri 
undergo various changes in their declension and otherwise. Pitri, for 
instance, becomes pitar, in the accusative pitar-am, while it remains as 
it is, in the instrumental pitri-bhis ; dadhi remains so in dadhi-bhis, but 
its base is dadhan, with the loss of a, in dadhn-á ; asthi forms asthi-bhis, 
but asthn-d. Now there exists a paper of Dr. Boehtlingk on the Sanskrit 
declension ; but whoever reads it must fancy that the language either 
played dice with these and similar forms, or is undergoing some remark- 
able cure He talks of bases “which are strengthened as well as weak- 
ened,” of bases * which are only strengthened,” and of bases ** which are 
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only weakened." Why language should nurse and physic its bases, ag we 
learn from him, no one will understand. But a sadder spectacle of the 
treatment of a language or of linguistic facts than is presented in that 
paper, itis uot possible to imagine. The reasoning there is exactly 
on the same level as the reasoning in the “edition” of Panini, of which 
so many specimens ihave now become familiar to the reader of this 
Preface. Exactly the same game at dice or the same vagaries of 
disease reign in this Dictionary: thus, though the declension phenomena 
of akshi, asthi, dadhi, ave identical, and acknowledged to be so by Dr. 
Boehtlingk himself in his paper on Declension (§ 69), in his Dictionary 
he discourses on the first noun under akshan, and again under alshi, 
while, on the contrary, if we look to asthi, he refers us to asthan ; and 
if under his guidance we now go to dadhan, he requests us to seek for 
information under dadhi. 


THE SANSKRIT LANGUAGE UNDER DR, BOEHTLINGK'S TREATMENT. 


But since the linguistic hospital, which is opened in the works of 
Dr. Boehtlingk, is fortunately not the place in which the Sanskrit 
language lies,—for this language has had a sound and rational develop- 
ment—it will be obvious to everyone who happens not to be placed 
under Dr. Boehtlingk's treatment that there must be reasons for this 
variety of thematic forms which constitute the declension of the same 
base. Andas there are such reasons, the immediate consequence is 
that we cannot decide, a priori, whether kartar be the * strengthened" 
form of the original base kartri, or "kartri" the “weakened” form of 
the original base kartar. Such a decision can only be taken. after a 
thorough investigation of the influences which cause this change, of 
the nature of these influences themselves, and of the manner in which 
they work. And as language does noé sit downlike a school-boy, first 
to master the declensions, then the conjugations, and so on,—but as 
the influences I am speaking of are influences which are traceable in 
the whole organism of language itself, it is obvious, too, that such 
ould not restrict itself to the phenomena of declen- 


an investigation w i omena 
s i extend over the whole area of the linguistic develop- 


siou merely, but 


A T. I myself assumed the responsibility of writing 8 Std sche 
Dictionary, I considered it incumbent on me to devote e ae a i 
research to those little facts which, as we Ro en e 3 s 
infivelines by our modern * oxegetes ant lode ee ix years 
have elapsed since I laid my first results, SO fa) Md e pue 
ses are concerned, before the London Philologi ociety, and it is 
DanS iF desire of giving them in their full bearing and extent that has 
Me delayed their presentation through the press. E ie dier 
ions like these— questions which, in my mind, ought to be decided wi 
tions ike ae cannot be decided without 


the very u eirew ce) and whi ch 
tmost circu nspecti D, hic 
SS research,— t is questions like these w. ich have been 
very f 1 e hi 


trifled with in this Wörterbuch in the most unwarranted manner. It 


t i | lem which 
it even understands the important prob. 
ce n dren AE GTE the reader that it has cancelled all the 


Jies in its path; ) à s 
bases in ri, ri, Iri, etc., and bids him- good-bye- 
Ads uto d : 
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PATANJALI AND THE POTTERS. 


Patanjali,—let us for a moment repose after this dreary journey 
- through the Würterbuch,—Patanjali on one occasion thus speaks to ug: 
“When a man is in want of a pot, he goes to the house of a potter and 
says : (potter), make me a pot, for I have occasion for it. But (surely) 
aman who wants to employ words will not go, like the other, to the 
house of a grammarian and say : (grammarian) make me some words, 
Ihave occasion for them.”* Happy Patanjali! blessed in thy igno- 
rance! Here we have potters who can fabricate—and not simply meau- 
ings of words, but the very words themselves, and words, too, which 
you laboured so earnestly, so learnedly, so conscientiously, to save from 
the pottering of all future "exegetes and lexicographers.” Nay, we 
have, too, men who can repair to these potters, and call for, and admire, 
their linguistic wares! 


THE CHAMPIONS OF THE WORTERBUCH AND THEIR MEANS 
OF DEFENCE.--PROFESSOR KUHN. 


When in the presence of these extraordinary facts, which, un- 
happily, must silence the expression of all the acknowledgment—nay, of 
all the admiration I really entertain for the immense industry dis- 
played in this Worterbuch,—when with that deep sense which I enter- 
tain of the duties and of the influence of a Dictionary, and, in the actual 
condition of Sanskrit philology, more especially of a Sanskrit Diction- 
ary— when with these convictions, the earnestness of which, I believe, 
is proved throughout the whole of this investigation, —when-I will not 
conceal it—under the indignation and grief I felt in seeing a magnifi- 
cent opportunity thrown away—as I shall abundantly prove that it 
has been thrown away in the case of the Sanskrit Worterbuch—when 
under these impressions [ uttered a warning, five years ago, in the 
"Westminster Review," a warning contained in three pages, there en- 
sued a spectacle which, during my literary experience, stands without 
a parallel. 

Professor Kuhn,—not indeed a profieient in Sanskrit, nor having 
ever obtained any position amongst those who are earnestly engaged 
in Sanskrit philology, but--asa contributor of quotations to the WOr- 
terbuch, launched against me the grossest personal invectives which 
ever disgraced the pages of a scientific journal. As sound, literary 
argument was beyond his range, he indemnified himseU, and gratified 
his employers, by calling me names. Unfortunately for him, his abusc 
could produce no effect upon me, for the following reason. Amongst 
the few Critical remarks for which I had room, in the “Westminster 
Review," there was one which illustrated the manner in which Pro- 
fessor Roth had translated a ritual text. This remark was expressly 


22 Mahábháshya Introduetion (p. 52, ed. Ballantyne) : घटेन कार्य करिष्यन्कुम्भकार 
कुलं गत्वाह कुरु घटं कायंमनेन करिष्या मी 


ति । न तद्वच्छुन्दानम्रयुयुन्तमाणो वैयाकरणकुलं गत्वाह 
कुरु शब्दान्प्रयो्ष्य इति 2 E 
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written for Professor Kuhn's amusement as wellas that of Professór 
Weber. Ifor, at a small Sanskritic party whieh used to meet every 
fortnight at Berlin during the years 1847 and 1848, I had shown them 
the Commentary of Madhava ona Mimánsá work, the editing of which 
[ had then commenced, this Commentary being the proof of the asser- 
tion I had made in 1855 in the * Westminster Review." Professor Kuhn 
heartily enjoyed, at one of these meetings, the precious translation of 
the passage in question from the Aitareya-Bráhmana, given by Pro- 
fessor Roth, in the preface (pp. xxxviii-xli) to his edition of the 
Nirukta. Nay more, so anxious was lie to possess its substance, before 
it was published, that in my presence he took notes from the Commen- 
tary I am speaking of,—viz., that of the Jaiminiya-nyáya-málá-vistara. 
Andin the inveetives to which T am alluding, he does not deny the exist- 
8108, nor yet the value, of my evidence, but he words his defence of 
Professor Roth in so studied and so ambiguous a manner as to create 
in the minds of his readers a suspicion as to the reliability of the 
statement I had made, though its truth was perfectly familiar to 
him. ?99 

Now, a writer who has recourse to such weapons as these has 
laid aside those qualities which are necessary to retain 8 man within 


= In possession of the information I am speaking of he writes as follows : ** Der- 
letzteren stellt der verfasser eine bedeutend abweichende des commentators gegen- 
über, da er aber nur the commentator und nicht all the commentators order almost 
all the commentators sagt, so ist stark zu vermuthen, dass noch andere commentare 
existiren, welche den text wahrscheinlich in der Rothschen weise erklären werden ; 
dabei nehme ich natürlich den Fall als ganz unmóglich an dass der verfasser (der 
nichts als die übersetzung giebt) etwa selber den commentar missverstanden haben 
sollte" ie. "In opposition to the latter [viz. the version of Professor Roth of the 
passage in question] the reviewer gives another of the commentator which is 
considerably different from it; but as he merely says the commentator, and 706 all 
the commentators or almost all the commentators, there is a strong probability (sic !) 
that there are other commentators who probably (sic!) explain the text in the man- 
ner of Professor Roth. With these words I assume il,as a matter of course, to be 
plainly impossible that the reviewer who gives nothing but the translation, should have 
misunderstood the commentary."—' That Professor Kuhn had not the slightest doubt 
as to who was the author of the review in question, even he will not venture to 
deny ; for he has stated the fact in letters and in conversation, But even if he had 
any such doubt, he knew that I wasin possession of the commentary, for he had 
taken notes from it. If, then, the ascertainment of truth alone had been the object 
of his remark,as the publie might expect ofan author, and if his notes were not 
complete enough—which, however, I do not admit—the time required fora letter 
to me and an answer back, thatis tosay, five days, would have sufficed to give him 
all the information he could wish for. It requires, however, no statement from me 
that his object was not to inform his readers of the true state of the facts; it better 
suited his purpose to insinuate a doubt as to the correctness of the translation I 
had given. Indeed, Professor Weber,—who, as I haye mentioned, possessed the same 
knowledge and had obtained it in the same manner, as Professor Kuhn, settles the 
point. Though he did not remain क his CUT m ne 
i ki ion, he shows his usual levity, he, » 

though sD SO Co full reliability of the translation I had given, 


plainly and opealy acknowledges n 
on the ground of the’ Mimánsá work. He says: “ Ghent ihe eg die 
systematisirende Erklürung der M fmansischule, etc. ; " i.e. “the reviewer obviously 


izi x ion; Mímánsá school, etc.” Thus 
knows only the systematizing explanation: of the 1: h h 
whatever i his opinion of this explanation, 'he:speaks of it from personal know- 
dmits that my account of it was correct and not liable to doubt. 


ledge, and a 
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the pale of a gentlemanly consideration, and his language, however 


gross, and adapted to his own character, cannot touch one who does 
not stand on tlie same level with him. 


A FURTHER GLANCE AT THE CHAMPIONS AND THEIR MEANS 
OF DEFENCE.—PROFESSOR WEBER. 


A similar exhibition took place, J am grieved to say, in a journal 
of high standing and respectability, in the es Zeitschrift der Deutschen 
morgenlindischen Gesellschaft." It is a salutary practice in the jour- 
nals of all learned societies, not to admit into their pages scurrilous 
or libellous attacks against individuals ; and this practice has been 
rigidly adhered to in the journal to which Tam adverting, with the 
single exception of my own case. Professor Weber, who is also in the 
service of the Würterbuch, suddenly attacked me in this journal,—not, 
indeed, with anything that deserves the name of argument, but with 
personal abuse of the coarsest kind. Five years have passed by, and 
at last a sense of justice, which does credit to himself, has re-entered 
the mind of Professor Weber; and in the last number 01 the “ Zeits- 
chrift," which reached me when this Preface was nearly completed in 
print,he has fully and honestly retracted all his former calumnies; 
still, however, combining with the compliments he now pays to my 
Dictionary, the remark that my views of the Worterbuch show a 
perfect derangement of my mental faculties, since I do not reject the 
authority of the greatest Hindu scholars as freely and easily as the 
work he so assiduously praises. 

Iam certainly in no humour to find fault with the opinion which 
he entertains of my mental condition, for it will always give me a sense 
of safety and satisfaction when I find him bearing testimony to the 
vast distance which separates our respective modes of studying, and 
judging of, Hindu antiquity. But,as he has chosen to connect his 
opinion of me with a piece of scientific advice, this seems a fitting 
opportunity for illustrating, once more, his competence for passing 
a judgment on matters of Sanskrit philology. 

He says: “ Another, third, essential difference [between the 
Worterbuch and my Dictionary ;— 1, myself, trust and hope that atten- 
tive readers will find many more essential differences than three 
between the two works] consists.........in [my] not marking the accent 
of the words." 

In his opinion, therefore, the Worterbuch does mark the accent. 
Now, setting aside the very considerable quantity of words which 
are not marked with any accent in this work, the instances in which 
it is marked there seem to satisfy the scientific requirements of 
Professor Weber. I ought, then, to mention, in the first. place, that 
in all such cases the accent is put there over the word without any 
further explanatory remark. But I have shown that there are periods 
in the known Sanskrit grammatical literature ;—that the first period 
is that of Panini, the second that of the Rik-Pratigakhya, the third 
(perhaps fourth) that of Káty&yana, the fourth (or perhaps fifth) that 
of the Phitsütras; and that, as we continue our descent, we have 
the period of the Kásikà, Kaumudi, ete, Thus, marking an accent 
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without saying to what period such an accent belongs, and wp to 
what period it remains in force, is giving evidence of the greatest 
superficiality,—it is showing, too, that the difficulties of the question 
we are speaking of, were not at all uuderstood. As regards myself, 
[ believe I might have 'entered into such detail, since I have con- 
sidered it my duty to turn my researches into this channel also ; 
and if the scieutific and liberal disposition of my publishers could 
have disregarded all material considerations in the case—and could 
have added still more to the great concessions 01 space whieh they 
have already made me, to their own material detriment, since the 
publication of the third part of my Dictionary, —I should have been 
able not only to give quotations historically, which the Worterbuch, 
notwithstanding Professor Weber's bold assertion—I will not attach 
to it another epithet--does not give, and to discuss the matters of 
accent,—but even to re-edit, little by little, the Commentary to the 
Satapatha-Bráhmana, as I have already done on several occasions, 
in order to prove the meanings I give, and which meanings no one 
could gather from the textas edited by Professor Weber. No doubt 
I might have done all this had I been perfectly independent of material 
considerations. But, at all events, had J, in marking the accents, 
contended myself with that which satisfies completely Professor 
Webers scientific wants, my Dictionary would have become as super- 
ficial as the book which he has qualified as a work of the “most 
scrupulous conscientiousness."**' 

In adverting to Professor Weber's advice, I may as well quote one 
more instance from his impartial illustration of the difference between 
the two Dictionaries. It concerns the meanings of words in both. But 
as I have adverted to this subject before, I need now only say, that he 
describes the Worterbuch in the following manner. 

“Tt represents," he writes in the ‘Zeitschrift’ * the Principle of 
reality in contrast with the historical proceeding of interpretation 
[which he says, is mine], by allowing the words to interpret themselves 
through the chronological order (sic.! १) of the quotations added to them, 
and through these quotations themselves, the authors always quoting 
the native exegesis also, but merely as a secondary means.” °°? And 
‘ol myself he says, that my “orthodox faith in the authority of native 
exegetes and grammarians " is something perfectly bewildering ; indeed, 
it pre-supposes the “derangement of my mental faculties.” १३३ 


In his libel he says ; “dieses Werk des bewundernswerthesten Fleisses und 
der sorgsamsten Gewissenhaftigkeit." 

= “ Zeitschrift der Deutschen morgenlündisehen Geselsehaft," vol. XIV. p. 783 : 
Die Haupttendenz, dic er [i.e, myself] hicbei verfolgt, besteht cben—und dies markirt 
einen fernoren Haupt-Unterschied von Bochtlingk-Rofl—darin, dass eres sieh zur 
Aufgabe macht, die Ausichten der cinheimischon Erklürer und Spraehforseher zur 
prügnanten Geltun gzu bringen, während Boehtlingk-Roth diesem historischen Erkla- 
rungsverfahren gegenüber das sachliche Princip vertreten, die Wörter nämlich dureh 
zeitliche Ordnung der betreffenden Stellen und dureh eben diese Stellen selbst sich 
uumittelbar erklären zulassen, wobei sic die cinheimisehe Exegese zwar auch stets 
anführen, aber doch nur als sekundiires Hülfsmittel betrachten." 

2% Tbid. p, 756 : “Persönliche Beziehungen haben uns seitdem überzengt, dass 
der Verfasser bei Abfassung jenes, für uns allerdings immer noeh geradezu unbegrei- 
lichen, Angriffes auf das Petersburger Wörterbuch dennoch wirklich im völligen 


26 


y CC-0. In Public Domain. Funding by IKS-MoE 


Digitized by eGangotri and Sarayu Trust. 


202 THE CHAMPIONS OF THE. WORTERBUCH.—THE CLIMAX. 


]t requires all the levity, on the one hand, and all the hardihood, 
on the other, whieh are the mixed essentials 01 Professor Weber's 
literary produetions, to allow an author to come before the public 
with statements like these. As 107 myself, any one may see that 
there are various instances in my Dictionary where [plainly state that I 
differ from the etymologies or meanings given by the native authorities. 
These cases of dissent are certainly not frequent, because a serious in- 
vestigation of the native grammarians led me in most instances to ap- 
preciate their scholarship and the correctness of its results; nor have 
T the presumption to supersede them with mere vague and vapouring 
doubts ; but that I have ground sometimes to differ even from the views 
of a Kátyáyana or a Patanjali, Professor W eber will have probably 
learned now from the foregoing pages, though he might have learned it 
already from my Sanskrit Dictionary, which he is good enough to favour 
with his advice. His statement, therefore, concerning my blind belief in 
all that the Hindu scholars say, is founded on that same overweeniug 
superficiality which, as we have seen, leads him to assume the respon- 
sibility of schooling Kátyáyana, whom'he does not even understand. 

But as to his description of the Wörterbuch, 1 know not how to 
qualify it without using language which could only be used by a Profes- 
sor Kuhn. It is one of my most serious reproaches against the Sanskrit 
Worterbuch, that it not only creates its own meanings, and by applying 
them tothe most important documents of the literature, practically 
falsifies antiquity itself, but deliberately, and nearly constantly sup- 
presses all the information we may derive from the native commen- 
aries. J have intimated that the great injury they have thus done 
to the due appreciation of Hindu antiquity, would have been lessened 
had they at least,as common sense would suggest, given by the side 
of their own inventions the meanings of Siyana or Mahidhara or 
of other authorities, and thus enabled the student to judge for himself. 
Yet while the reader may peruse their Dictionary page after page, 
sheet after sheet, without discovering a trace of these celebrated 
Vaidik commentaries, while the exceptions to this rule are so rare as 
to become almost equal to zero, Professor Weber dares to speculate on 
the credulity of the public in telling it that this Dictionary ALWAYS 
quotes the native exegesis ? 

When a cause has sunk so lowas to have such defenders and require 
such means of defence as these, when its own contributors and its 
noisiest bards have no other praise to chant than such as this, it seems 
almost cruel to aggravate its agony by exposure or reproach, 


THE CLIMAX, 


* But the spectacle exhibited on the appearauce of my remarks in the 
Westminster Review" does not end here, and its epilogue is perhaps 


Rechte zu sein glaubte, Es setzt dies freilich nach unserer Ansicht eine Arb Verirrung 
des Denkvermügens yorans, wie sic auf sonstigen Gebieten nicht selten ist hier aberin 
der That befremdet, eine orthodoxe Hingabe nämlich an die Auktoritüt der indischen 
Exegeten und Grammatiker, wie sie uns gegenüber diesen Haarspaltern, die bei aller 
Spitzfindigkeit denn doch gar oft jenen verblendeten Leitern gleichen, die da Miicken 
seizen und Kameele versehlueken, sehr wenig am Platze scheint,” 
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even more remarkable than the play itself. In the same * Zeitschri 
der Deutschen Morgenlindischen Gesellschaft” there followed A E 
act, which is so characteristic of the system pursued in these ae i 
that it deserves a special word, merely for the sake of curiosity E 
individual whose sole connection with Sanskrit studies consists inian L 
ing Sanskrit books to those who can read them, a literary naught, wholly 
unknown, but assuming the airs of a quantity, because it has Hele 
before it that prompt it on,—this personage, who, as his own friends 
informed me, is perfectly ignorant of Sanskrit, he, too, was allowed to 
give his opinion on the Würterbuch. I need not say that, in the absence 
of all knowledge of the subject itself, it merely vented itself in the 
most grandiloquent praise; but, to complete its mission, there was 
added to this fustian, language, in reference to me, such as certainly 
never heard, or admitted, before in a respectable journal of any 
society. He need not tremble lest I should drag him into notoriety. 
Nature has not fltted him for estimating the ridicule to which he 
exposed himself in becoming the mouthpiece and the puppet of his 
instigators. If he deserve anything, it is not chastisement, but pity, 
and the mercy of a charitable concealment of his name. i 

And all this outrage, not only against the interests of science and 
truth, but against the commonest rules of decency, was committed in à 
series of planned attacks, because I had warned the Sanskrit Worter- 
buch of the danger of its career, and had not expressed any admiration 
ior Dr. Boehtlingk's competence or scholarship. 


was 


LANCE AT THE CHAMPIONS.—THE HIDDEN REASONS 

OF THE * EDITOR" OF PANINI. 
ground of observations I had made in re- 
that I was called upon by one of his 
men,not only to have respect forthe * editor of Panini,” but even for 
the hidden reasons he might have had in foisting on the public his blun- 
ders of every kind. The * editor of Panini” was held before meas a 


symbol of scientific accomplishment ; his “ editionof Panini” was the 
great thunderbolt which was hurled at my head by one of these little 


CT upiters. 7°* 


A FURTHER G 


[t was then, and on the 
gard to his want of proflciency, 


2% prof, Kuhn writes in his * Zeitschrift” the following words : “ Wo der alten 
grammatikor nieht erwühnung gothan ist, geschah es nur deshalb nieht, weil ihre 
etymologie mit der der verfasser übereinstimmte ; stellten dieselben aber ohne 
jene zu erwähnen eigne etymologieen auf, so liess sich doch wohl voraussetzen, dass 
der herausgeher des Panini, des Vopadeva u. S. W. dazu seine wohlerwogenen gründe 
gehabt haben mochte;" i.c. ^ where no mention was made [in the Wörterbuch] of 
the old grammarians, this was done because their etymology agreed with that of the 
authors of the Worterbuch ; but when the latter made their own etymologies with- 
out naming the former, it was but natural to suppose that the eaor of Pánini, of 
Vopadeva, ९९. had his own well-weighed reasons for doing 80. The real pata 
of this statement of Kuhn will become apparent from the review whic 


all give 0 e is i "mati itis, isnot without great 
sh i f th Wi But hi information, as it iS, IST où t 
interest Thus, accor nerof the Wörterbuch, its authors pass 
. , f 


over in silence the labour: s—not because they see reason 


r bours have the honour to 
to adopt the results of the latter—but [ 0 
meet M ith the approval of Dr. Boehtlin Under any cireumstances, 


Professor 
órterbuch. ; 
ding to this quotatio 


s of the Hindu grammarian: 
because these la 


gk aud Company. 
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For eighteen years I have been thoroughly acquainted with the value 
and the character of this “edition” of Panini; and yet, from a natural 
disinclination to antagonize with those who have similar pursuits to 
my own, I have refrained from apprizing the publie of the know. 
ledge I possessed in regard to it. Twelve years have passed since 
Texplained my views on this book personally and privately, at our 
Sanskritic parties, to Professors Weber and Kuhn; and the longer the 
interval passed over, the less I felt disposed tospeak of it in print. 
At present, after twenty years’ time, I should have considered it 
almost unfair to rake up the past; for a sense of charity would 
have told me that the moral and intellectual condition of a man 
may undergo considerable changes during so considerable a period 
of his life. But inspite of my strongest desire to combine the de- 
fence of literary interests with a regard for all the circumstances 
connected with the author himself, I am not allowed to remain 
silent, in consequence of the insolent provocations which I receive. 
Not only does Dr. Bochtlingk quote his “edition” of Pánini, in hig 
Worterbuch,—not only does he thus force it,as it were, on us by the 
references he makes to it, and acknowledge it to this day as his 
legitimate child,—but one of his own scribes, well acquainted with 
the judgment I should pass on it, has the hardihood to defy me publicly, 
by bidding me have respect for the “ editor of Panini.” 

Well, then, I have taken up this impertinent challenge. In so far 
as my present subject permitted, I have illustrated the nature of this 
immaculate book; and it will not be mytfault if Tam compelled to 
recur to it again. 


CONCLUSION, 


Still a provocation of this kind alone would have as littie induced 
me to take up my pen now as it did heretofore; but when 1 sec the 
public told authoritatively, yet without any proof, that SAyana teaches 
that understanding of the Veda which was current in India no longer 
than a few centuries ago;—when I sce that the most distinguished 
and the most learned Hindu scholars and divines-—the most valuable, 
and sometimes the only, source of all our knowledge of ancient India-- 
are scorned in theory, mutilated in print, and, asa consequence, set 
aside in the interpretation of Vaidik texts;--when T see that the most 
ancient records of Hindu antiquity are interpreted to the Euro- 
pean public in such a manner as to cease to he that which they are;— 
when a clique of Sanskritists of this description vapours about giving 
us the sense of the Veda as it existed'at the commencement of Hindu 


however, i6 was but natural and rational to p 
the information they give,—for, either they 
Dr. Boehtlingk, or “ the editor of Panini” had probably his well-weighed reasons for 
not agreeing with them; and, in the latter case, there was of course not the slightest 
necessity that he should give or oven allude to these important reasons, The pas- 
sage eee would alone’ quite suffice to illustrate the character of the fulsome 
adulation and of the puffing ‘advertisements—written, of course, exclusively by the 
employed scribes of the Worterbuch—which for some years have made their appear- 
ance in some literary journals of Germany, and have not only misled, but imposed 
upon, the public unacquainted or imperfectly acquainted with Sanskrit philology- 


ass them over in silence and £o suppress 
have the honour of being approved of by 
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antiquity ;—when T see that the very forms of the language are falsified, 
and that it is made a principle to slur the grammar of Panini, and to ridi- 
cule those who lay stress on it ;—when I see that one of the highest gram- 
matical authorities of India is schooled for a “ want of practice and 
skill," while this censure is passed without even an understanding of tlie 
work to which it refers;--when I see that they who emphatically 
claim the epithet of “veracious,” *?* make statements which are the 
very reverse of truth ;—and when I consider that this method of study- 
ing Sanskrit philology is pursued by those whose words apparently 
derive weight and influence from the professorial position they hold ;— 
and when, moreover, departing from rule and precedent, Isee the 
journal of a distinguished Society--I fully hope through an oversight 
of its editor, though a Professor of Sanskrit himself—permanently 
made the channel for propagating such statements as I have described 
and qualified, together with these scandalous personal attacks and 

calumnies,—then I hold that it would be a want of courage and a dere- 

liction of duty, if T did not make a stand against these SATURNALIA OF 

SANSKRIT PHILOLOGY. 

On this ground J have raised my voice, however feeble and solitary 
for the moment, and have endeavoured to examine the competence of 
those who set themselves up as our masters and authorities. On this 
ground I have endeavoured to vindicate for Panini the position he holds 
in Sanskrit literature, and the position he ought to hold amongst honest 
Sanskrit philologers. 


75 Professor Weber in his libel: “einen um so peinlicheren Eindruck musses auf 
jeden wahrheitsliebenden Forscher machen, ete.;" i.e “the more painful is the im- 
pression which must be produced on every veracious scholar,” [viz., if he reads my 
opinion on the Wörterbuch, which opinion,—I must add, so far from having changed, 
is even more emphatie now than it was when I wrote ihe review whieh has so much 


displeased him]. 


THE END 
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